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developments) relating to property located within 1,000 feet of agricultural land or
agricultural operations, the transferor of such property shall record a deed restriction. The
deed restriction specifically notifies all future buyers of that property that they are within

* 1,000 feet of agricultural uses, and lists the type of operations and possible nuisances or
inconveniences that can be associated with agricultural practices such as dust, noise, smoke,
odors, insects and rodents. Future purchasers of that property are warned that they must
accept such potential nuisances, and in the event of any disputes between the landowner
and the adjoining agricultural users, that a standard dispute resolution will be followed.
Agricultural operations shall not be considered a nuisance unless they are deemed a
nuisance under California Civil Code Sections 3482.5 and 3842.6.

Resolution of Disputes

Any controversy between parties shall be submitted in writing to a hearing officer within 30
days of the date of the controversy. The hearing officer must investigate the facts of a
dispute and hold a meeting to consider the dispute within 25 days and must render a
written decision to the parties involved within five days of that meeting. Participants in the
dispute resolution must bear any reasonable costs associated with the hearing officer
process. Parties to the dispute will be encouraged to exchange relevant information
concerning the controversy and seek a written statement from the Agricultural
Commissioner as to whether the activity under dispute is consistent with adopted laws and
regulations and accepted customs and standards.

RATIONALE AND LEGAL BASIS

The arguments for a Right to Farm deed restriction and notice requirements can be made as
follows:

1. Preservation of Agricultural Land: This Ordinance will help to protect agricultural
operations on the periphery of the City by reducing the opportunities for
urban/agricultural conflicts and minimizing the risk to farmers from predation of
domestic animals, crop theft and damage, and nuisance suits from neighboring urban
dwellers. The notification requirements and the deed restriction on land being
developed close to the Davis agricultural/urban edge will minimize opportunities for
future conversions of agricultural land to urban uses and thereby promote the long-term
viability of agriculture in the region. The Ordinance supports the farmers right to carry
on normal agricultural operations and so helps to ensure that prime farmlands in the
Davis area are maintained in viable long-term agricultural uses.

2. Adverse Impact Mitigation under CEQA: Urban and agricultural uses when in close
proximity can create reciprocal negative impacts on each other, as described above.
Urban dwellers can create negative impacts on agriculture, ultimately causing the loss
of productive farmland, and agriculture can be disturbing to urban dwellers. The
provision of the Right to Farm and Notice Requirements recognizes these potential
adverse impacts and provides a mechanism for solving disputes.
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3. Consistency with the City’s General Plan and Land Use Policies: The Davis General Plan
and specifically the Open Space Element provide policies on agricultural preservation,
the creation of urban growth limits, and the creation of a Greenbelt around the City.

4. Public Health and Safety: Under the police power of the City, the notice requirements
and the dispute resolution process are necessary to protect urban dwellers from the
potentially hazardous aspects of agricultural operations, including pesticide drift,
fertilizer use, dust, noise and rodents.

FINANCIAT ANALYSI!

The proposed Ordinance will assure that City agricultural mitigation measures are
equitably applied, with agricultural landowners, urban dwellers and developers all paying
"a fair share" of the costs of mitigation. The Right to Farm deed restriction and notice
requirements will be borne directly by urban dwellers living next to agricultural land and
by farmers adjacent to the City edge. Any developer wishing to buy and develop land at
the City's agricultural urban edge will have early notice of the City's requirements under
this Ordinance. While it is hard to quantify the costs of such a deed restriction, it is not
likely to have a significant negative impact on land value. The benefits for both agricultural
landowners and developers could be substantial if the Ordinance succeeds in reducing the
number of agricultural /urban conflicts. A negotiated grievance procedure is also likely to
cost significantly less than litigation if a dispute does arise; therefore, this Ordinance is a
cost effective measure. :

AGRICULTURAL BUFFER REQUIREMENT
DESCRIPTION

In order to reduce the opportunities for urban/agricultural conflicts, all new developments
in the City of Davis adjacent to land that is designated agriculture, agricultural reserve,
agricultural open space, Greenbelt/agricultural buffer, Davis Greenbelt or environmentally-
sensitive habitat areas, according to the General Plan Land Use Map (Map 1) and the Open
Space Element Map (Map 2), shall be required to provide a 150- to 550-foot wide buffer
measured from the edge of the agricultural land. The intent of the agricultural buffer
requirement is to form a permanent buffer at the future urban edge of the City and to
minimize future potential conflicts between agricultural and non-agricultural land uses.
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As illustrated in Figure 1, the proposed agricultural buffer has three components:

(A) a mandatory 50-foot wide agricultural transition area; (B) a mandatory 100-foot wide
agricultural buffer; and (C) a voluntary 400-foot wide-additional buffer provided by the

" dedication of conservation easements. A typical policy of many Agricultural
Commissioners, including Yolo and Solano Counties', is to require a 500-foot aerial spray
setback between the agricultural and urban uses. This Ordinance requires, at a minimum,
that the developer shall provide a 150-foot wide physical barrier between the urban and
agricultural uses and developers are encouraged to provide up to a 550-foot wide buffer.
The agricultural buffer shall consist of the following three components:

A. A 50-foot wide agricultural transition area shall be located between the urban
development and the remainder of the buffer. This transition area would allow public
access and must be improved according to a plan approved by the Davis Parks and
Community Services Director, or designee, and shall be dedicated to the City. The
agricultural transition area shall be annexed to the City's existing lighting and
landscaping assessment district. The City shall be responsible for the maintenance and
upkeep of the agricultural transition area and shall use lighting and landscape revenues
for this purpose. Allowable uses in the agricultural transition areas include bicycle
paths, native plants, tree or hedge rows, benches, lights, trash receptacles, and fencing
or any other similar uses determined to be acceptable by the Planning Commission.

B. A 100-foot wide buffer shall be located between the transition area and the agricultural
uses. The developer shall be required to provide, utilize and maintain a 100-foot wide
agricultural buffer according to the Parks and Community Services Director or designee.
This buffer shall be owned and maintained by the developer and a conservation
easement must be dedicated to the City. Allowable uses include agricultural uses,
native plants, tree or hedge rows, roads, freeways, drainage channels, storm detention
ponds, natural areas such as creeks or drainage swales, railroad tracks or other utility
corridors, or any other similar uses determined to be acceptable by the Planning
Commission.

C. Inaddition to the mandatory 150-foot wide buffer, a developer may dedicate a
conservation easement over another 400-foot wide buffer between buffer components
(A) and (B) and the agricultural land.

Buffer components (A) and (B) do not qualify as agricultural mitigation for the loss of
agricultural land because the buffer land may nct be farmed or be viable as productive
farmland. The developer may receive a waiver against the farmland mitigation
requirement if they provide a continuous 550-foot wide buffer of agricultural land that is
protected by a perpetual conservation easement. No public access would be allowed
outside the agricultural transition area. A developer will not receive credit for a 150-foot
buffer with agricultural mitigation land provided elsewhere (i.e., mitigation land that is not
contiguous to the agricultural buffer).
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Figure |

Agricultural Buffer Components

Davis Agricultural Buffer and Farmland Mitigation Ordinance

County Farmland
A
C. Agricultural Mitigation Area
Voluntary 400 ft. Use: Agricultural Land
Terms:  Permanently Protected with Conservation Easements;
No Public Access
h 4
A
B. Urban/Agricultural Buffer
Use: Agricultural land, Drainage Ditches, Swales, Roadways,
Mandatory 100 ft. Native Plant Landscaping, Trees/Hedge Rows.
Terms:  Protected by Conservation Easement and maintained by the Developer.
(No Public Access unless a Roadway.)
A 4
A :
A. Agricultural Transition Area
Mandatory 50 ft. Use: Bike Path and Landscaping with Public Access.
, Terms:  Must be Dedicated to City.
Y

Urban
City of Davis

Economik: & Planning Systems, Inc. 7/3/95
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The creation of an agricultural buffer may also assist in achieving the goals of the Yolo
Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP). It is the intent of this Ordinance to work in a

_ coordinated fashion with the habitat conservation objectives of the Yolo HCP. Up to ten
percent of an agricultural easement area (buffer components B and C) may be enhanced for
wildlife habitat purposes as per the requirements of the State Department of Fish and Game
. and/or the Yolo HCP. Appropriate maintenance, processing, or other fees may be required
by the Yolo HCP in addition to the agricultural requirements described in this Ordinance.

RATIONALE AND LEGAL BASIS
The arguments for the Agricultural Buffer Requirement can be made as follows:

1. Preservation of Agricultural Land: This Ordinance will help to protect agricultural
operations on the periphery of the City by reducing the opportunities for
urban/agricultural conflicts and minimizing the risk to farmers from predation of
domestic animals, crop theft and damage, and nuisance suits from neighboring urban
dwellers. The creation of agricultural buffers along the Davis urban edge minimizes the
opportunities for future conversions of agricultural land to urban uses and thereby
promotes the long-term viability of agriculture in the region.

2. Consistency with the City’s General Plan and Land Use Policies: The Ordinance will
implement policies expressed in the Davis General Plan, specifically the Open Space
and the Circulation Elements.

a)

b)

Open Space Element — the Davis Open Space Element contains policies for creating a
Greenbelt (which has an agricultural buffer component), policies for the
development of a network of trails and for creating connector greenways which
provide for a continuous system of on-and off-street bicycle paths for recreation and
transportation (see Chapter IV: Regulatory Framework).

Circulation Element — the Davis Circulation Element contains policies that aim to
reduce automobile trips by ten percent citywide, strongly encourage the use of
bicycles as a viable and attractive alternative to cars, and assure safe and convenient
bicycle access to all areas of the City (General Plan Policies 4.3 B, 4.2 G and 4.4 A and
B). Currently, it is estimated that approximately 25 percent of all trips are via
bicycle. Given this traffic mode split, it is clear that bicycles are a significant mode
of transportation in Davis. The creation of bicycle paths that provide a continuous
linked route around the City will help reduce automobile trips and so further the
goals established in the Circulation Element. Therefore, the agricultural transition
buffer, component A, can be considered a transportation mitigation measure by
providing bicycle paths and reducing traffic congestion in the City. (See Chapter

V).

3. Consistency with the City's Major Projects Financing Plan (MPFP). The City has made a
major commitment to agricultural preservation and to the completion of a continuous
Greenbelt around the City's urban edge. The City has committed funding and applied
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other techniques for acquiring and developing a 1,500-foot wide Greenbelt around the
City's perimeter. At the present time, the MPFP contains approximately $13 million,
presently funded by MPFP Dwelling Unit Equivalent (DUE) fees and the construction
tax, for the acquisition and development of the Davis Greenbelt. This Ordinance will
help to achieve completion of a portion of the planned Davis Greenbelt; therefore, a
developer dedicating and improving an agricultural transition area could receive a
partial credit against the MPFP DUE fees. This Ordinance will complement the goals of
the MPFP and will help the City achieve completion of the Greenbelt.

The City's commitment to agricultural preservation and the completion of the City's
Greenbelt/agricultural buffer is illustrated by the following efforts:

a) Oakshade and Waggoner Davis Greenbelt Sections — Approximately one mile (between
60 to 150 feet wide) along the North Fork of Putah Creek was dedicated to the City
as part of the Oakshade and Waggoner Ranch development projects. This area, the
Putah Creek Parkway, was identified in the MPFP for acquisition and development
as part of the Davis Greenbelt. The City contributed about $400,000 of MPFP
revenues to improve the Putah Creek Parkway with a 50-foot wide bicycle path with
lights, benches and landscaping.

b) North Davis Farms Greenbelt Section — Approximately 11 acres of agricultural
easements were deeded to the City as part of the Davis Greenbelt/agricultural
buffer along the agricultural/urban edge. (The total parcel is 13.78 acres and the
landowner retained a 2.78-acre home site.) The City developed a bike path along the
south side of the buffer.

c) Northstar Greenbelt Section — Approximately 1.11 miles (100 feet wide) of agricultural
buffer were dedicated along the Covell Channel and a 15- to 31-foot wide
landscaped bicycle path was developed as part of the Davis Greenbelt.

d) Sutter Hospital Greenbelt Section — A 200-foot wide area has been reserved along the
north side of this urban reserve parcel. This area may be increased to 300 feet wide
if the hospital development abuts onto agricultural land.

e) EI Macero Estates 2 — a 100-foot wide agricultural easement and a 35-foot connector
greenway with a landscaped bicycle path is planned and approved along the urban
edge.

f) Riparian and Agricultural Preservation — The City spent $1,000,000 of Proposition 70
money to acquire and protect 192 acres in South Davis along the South Fork of Putah
Creek (the Dow site located along Mace Boulevard). The project may include an
agricultural buffer/mitigation component of about 120 acres. A wetlands
reconstruction and preservation project is planned on the north side of the property.

g) Wildhorse — a 100-foot wide agricultural easement and a 100-foot public access

corridor (35 feet along horse ranch), with a landscaped bicycle path planned and
approved along the urban edge.
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h) Davis Golf Course Agricultural/Swainson Hawk Mitigation ~ The City is dedicating a
150-foot wide buffer west of new residential subdivision planned on the west side of
the Davis Municipal Golf Course. Approximately 70 acres of land west of the Golf
Course will serve as mitigation for loss of agricultural land and Swainson Hawk
habitat under the Yolo County Habitat Conservation Plan.

4. Public Health and Safety: The provisién of agricultural buffers (component B) are
necessary to protect urban dwellers from the potentially hazardous aspects of
agricultural operations, including pesticide drift, fertilizer use, dust, noise and rodents.

5. Adverse Impact Mitigation under CEQA: Urban and agricultural uses when in close
proximity can create reciprocal negative impacts on.each other, as described above.
Urban dwellers can create negative impacts on agriculture, ultimately causing the loss
of productive farmland, and agriculture can be disturbing to urban dwellers.
Agricultural buffers can reduce these impacts by providing a physical separation
between urban and agricultural uses. Agricultural buffers dedicated to protect
farmland uses (component C) provide a public benefit by encouraging locally-produced
foodstuffs and promoting viable long-term productive agricultural uses of the land.
Developers are provided a feasible method for partially mitigating the loss of prime
farmland due to urbanization.

FINANCIAL FEASIBILITY

The Costs of Agricultural Buffer Dedication

Using the project-by-project mitigation approach, approximately 98 acres of agricultural
buffers surrounding the City have been dedicated or are planned and approved as part of
development projects on the City's agricultural /urban edge. The proposed Greenbelt
nearly encircles the City except for the southwest quadrant which borders on the UC Davis
Campus and the eastern edge which borders on the Yolo Bypass and which requires no
agricultural buffer/Greenbelt. It has been estimated that it will be necessary to acquire and
protect over 11 miles of buffers to complete the Davis Greenbelt/agricultural buffer (based
on data from the Davis Community Development Department and the MPFP) (Figure 2).

There are currently about 4.5 miles of agricultural buffers along the urban edge which
represent about 38 percent of the total length of the proposed Greenbelt. Therefore, in order
to complete the almost continuous ring of buffers around the City, it will be necessary to
secure approximately 7 miles or 142 acres of agricultural buffers (assuming an average
buffer width of 150 feet). The balance of the proposed 1,500-foot wide Greenbelt could be
acquired over time using MPFP funding sources.

As proposed in the Ordinance, the cost of the agricultural buffer will be borne directly by

the developer. The cost of dedicating land and conservation easements over these 7 miles
or 142 acres of buffers could be in the range of $852,000 to $1.4 million (assuming a land cost
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Figure 2
Davis Greenbelt/Agricultural Buffer Sections

City of Davis
Remaining
Incomplete
Section Project Linear Miles Acres Completed Sections
Miles Acres

A1 NA ' 1.00 18.18 * No 1.00 18.18
A2 NA 0.63 11.45 * No 0.63 11.45

B NA 0.46 836 * No 0.46 8.36

C, NA 0.85 15.45 * No 0.85 15.45

D1 N. Davis Farms . 0.07 13.78 Yes 0.00 0.00
D2 Northstar 1.11 24.90 Yes 0.00 0.00

E Covell Center 0.36 20.00 No 0.36 20.00

F Wildhorse 1.21 37.00 Yes 0.00 0.00

G Wildhorse 0.33 0.00 Yes 0.00 0.00

H NA 0.45 8.18 * No . 0.45 8.18

| Park Node ** 1.00 18.18 * No 1.00 18.18

J NA 0.48 873 * No 0.48 8.73

K El Macero Estates 2 0.47 8.55 58% complete 0.20 3.56

L NA 1.01 18.36 * No 1.01 18.36

M Oakshade/ Waggoner 1.04 11.29  92% complete 0.08 0.90

X Park Node/Covell Center** 0.60 1091 * No 0.60 10.91
Sutter Davis ** 0.50 7.00 : Yes 0.00 0.00

Total 11.57 24033 712 142,27

Completed Greenbelt/ 4,45 98.06

Agricultural Buffers

Percentage Completion Achieved . 38% 41%

* Acreage is currently unknown. For illustrative purposes an average buffer width of 150 feet is assumed.
** These projects were not initially included in the Major Projects Financing Plan Greenbelt.

Sources: Doris Michael Davis Community Development Department,
and Davis Major Projects Financing Plan (MPFF) page 47.

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. 7/12/95 H:\4230davireport\FIG2.XLS
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of $6,000 to $10,000 per acre for land adjacent to the urban edge and designation as
agriculture, agricultural reserve, agricultural open space, Greenbelt/agricultural buffer,
Davis Greenbelt or environmentally-sensitive habitat areas).

Costs of Improvements to Agricultural Buffers

The developer is required to improve the agricultural transition area (component A)
according to plans that must be approved by the Director of Parks and Community Services
(Section 30-50). The total cost of the agricultural buffer requirement will depend on how
extensive the required improvements are. The more extensive the required improvements,
the greater the cost to the developer. The Ordinance as currently drafted suggests that the
appropriate uses in the agricultural transition area include bicycle paths, native plants, tree
. or hedge rows, benches, lights, trash receptacles, and fencing.

Depending on the quality of the improvements required, a landscaped bicycle path could
cost between $0.93 per square foot (Davis MPFP, page 49) and $1.50 per square foot (Davis
Public Works Department based on recent Putah Creek Parkway improvements).
Assuming that the agricultural transition area is developed with a 26-foot wide pathway (a
10-foot wide bicycle path with a 16 foot wide swath of landscaping with native plants and
additional dirt trails), the cost of the improvements to complete the remaining 7 miles of
agricultural transition area could range between $889,000 and $1.44 million.

FISCAL ISSUES

Agricultural Buffer Maintenance

The Ordinance provides for the maintenance of the agricultural transition area (component
A) by the City by including it in the City's existing landscape and lighting district. This
means in effect that the new urban development that created the need for the agricultural
buffers will pay for the maintenance and upkeep of the agricultural buffers by paying
lighting and landscape assessments. The cost of maintaining a 50-foot wide, mile long,
landscaped bicycle path is approximately $2,500 per year for recurring maintenance (Davis
Open Space Alternatives Workbook, July 1993). The cost of maintaining 7 miles of
agricultural transition area could be approximately $17,500 per year.

The 100-foot wide agricultural buffer (Component B) is the responsibility of the developer
to maintain, preferably in agricultural uses. However, as the City will need to provide for
long-term monitoring of the terms of the conservation easement, there could be some future
fiscal implications for the City associated with buffer component B.
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FARMLAND MITIGATION
. DESCRIPTION

Dedication of Farmland Conservation Easement/In-lieu Fee Payment -

All applicants for zoning changes or any other discretionary entitlement, which will change
the use of agricultural land to any non-agricultural land zone or use, will be required to
provide agricultural mitigation. Agricultural mitigation shall be in the form of a perpetual
farmland conservation easement, or a deed restriction granted to the City of Davis or a
qualifying entity approved by the City. One acre of agricultural land must be permanently
protected as mitigation for every gne acre of land converted to non-agricultural uses.
Alternatively, a developer may pay an in-lieu fee pursuant to a mutually agreed upon
valuation of a one-to-one replacement of an agricultural conservation easement.

Interaction with the Agricultural Buffer Requirement

As described above, the developer may receive a waiver of the agricultural mitigation
requirement if the developer provides a continuous 550-foot wide separation between the
urban edge and land designated as agricultural /buffer /habitat land uses. The one to one
mitigation requirement may only be waived if the developer meets all the requirements of
agricultural buffer components A, B and C, as described above.

Eligible Mitigation Lands

Land provided for mitigation purposes must have similar soils and water supply, and must
be located within the Davis Planning Area. Zones of eligible agricultural mitigation land
shall be determined by the Davis City Council with input from an advisory committee.

Mitigation Administration Fee

A developer seeking a zoning change to convert agricultural land must also pay an
agricultural mitigation fee to cover the costs of administering, monitoring and enforcing the
terms of the easement or deed restriction. The amount of the fee is yet to be determined,
but it has been suggested by the American Farmland Trust that a one percent
administrative fee might be appropriate based on other similar programs.

Farmland Conservation Program Advisory Committee

The Davis Planning Commission shall serve as the Davis Farmland Conservation Advisory
Committee. The Committee shall recommend preferred mitigation zones; promote
conservation of agricultural land; recommend tentative approval of mitigation lands to the
City Council; and certify that mitigation lands are eligible under the terms of the Ordinance.
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RATIONALE AND LEGAL BASIS

_ The following nexus arguments can be made for requiring farmland mitigation:

1. The Police Power: While no express statutory authority exists for the imposition of
farmland mitigation fees, according to Anne E. Mudge in Protecting Farmland through
Impact Fees in California (Land Use Law Journal, January 1992), the police power can
be used to justify exactions based solely on the burdens placed on natural resources,
such as agriculture, created by new development.

The police power has been used to protect, mitigate for, or replace coastal open space
and biologically-sensitive areas. In Nollan v. California Coastal Commission the court
recognized that burden alone can justify the imposition of an exaction as long as there is
a logical nexus between the burden created and the type of condition imposed. In
Remmenga v. California Coastal Commission (1985) the court upheld the imposition of a fee
in-lieu of dedication of a public access easement. In Paoli v. California Coastal Commission
(1986) the court relied on the power to uphold a coastal commission condition requiring
the dedication of an open space easement and made the direct linkage between the loss
of open space in the coastal region and the development project's contribution to that
loss. In Commercial Building Association of Northern California v. City of Sacramento (1991)
the court justified the imposition of a fee based on "the conclusion that commercial
development is related to an increase in the need for low-income housing".

2. Subdivision Map Act -- Environmental Impacts: Government Code Section 66474(e)
requires local governments to deny a subdivision approval if the subdivision is likely to
cause "substantial environmental damage". According to Mudge, the same code section
also gives local governments the power to impose lesser conditions to mitigate those

" impacts. Therefore, argues Mudge, the local government has the implied power to
impose the payment of mitigation fees as an alternative to denying subdivision
‘approval, if that subdivision is found to cause an adverse impact due to the loss of
farmland. ’

3. Subdivision Map Act -- Plan Inconsistencies: Government Code Sections 66474 and 66473.5
gives the local government the power to deny approval of a subdivision if it is
inconsistent with the General Plan. Therefore, argues Mudge, if the local government
has explicit policies that require the protection of farmland in their General Plan, there is
an implied authority for requiring mitigation if a subdivision results in the loss of
farmland. Adequate mitigation could be required if the subdivision approval results in
the loss of prime farmland and such loss is inconsistent with the General Plan. The
Davis General Plan provides policies for promoting agricultural preservation and
ensuring the continued viability of active agricultural operations in the Davis Planning
Area (see Chapter IV).

4. Adverse Impact Mitigation under CEQA: Loss of prime farmland is a significant adverse
impact under CEQA. Agricultural lands dedicated or secured as a part of project
approval provides a "public benefit" that can offset the loss of prime farmland through
urbanization. Thus, the proposed Ordinance imposes a policy which can be considered
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as a part of the Statement of Overriding Considerations as a "merit" of the project. In
addition, the creation of a physical barrier between the urban and the agricultural land
and the creation of a buffer with farmland placed in permanent conservation easements
will help reduce farmland conversions caused by agricultural/urban conflicts. (The
preceding sections were abstracted from Anne E. Mudge in Protecting Farmland through
Impact Fees in California, Land Use Law Journal, January 1992). -

FINANCIAL FEASIBILITY

Cost of Purchasing the Mitigation Easements

Developers and home buyers will bear the cost of agricultural mitigation requirements
directly and indirectly. The costs of the agricultural mitigation requirement will depend on
a variety of factors, including the location of the mitigation land, the agricultural
landowner's expectations, the value of the farming operation, the desire of the farmer to
remain in farming, and soil capability.

According to the Davis Planning & Building Department, there are approximately 446 acres
of potential future development in the City of Davis, either within City limits or within the
Sphere of Influence (SOI) that could be converted from agricultural to urban uses and
therefore could be subject to agricultural mitigation requirements. Agricultural land values
in the Davis Planning Area range between $2,500 and $10,000 per acre, depending on
proximity to the City limits. If conservation easements average 60 percent of the fée simple
market value, the cost of acquiring conservation easements on 446 acres of farmland, to .
meet the one-to-one acreage agricultural mitigation requirement, could be in the range of
$670,000 to $2.7 million. Conservation easements in the Davis Planning Area have recently

been purchased for around $1,500 per acre.
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ITI. DEFINITION OF POTENTIAL
- AGRICULTURAL /URBAN CONFLICTS

The question of potential agricultural /urban conflicts is critical since the City is entlrely
surrounded by prime agricultural soils devoted to a variety of crop production activities
including field crops, row crops and orchards. This chapter describes the type of
urban/agricultural conflicts that can arise, thus establishing the public purpose in
attempting to avoid such problems, including public health and safety considerations.

Urban uses and agriculture have inherent conflicts. Typically these conflicts are not major
issues in small communities which are economically tied to agricultural production
(examples include many San Joaquin Valley towns such as Hanford). However, when
significant non-agricultural development begins to take place, including the construction of
non-agricultural residences and public access to agricultural areas, conflicts can become a
significant problem. As the intensity and/or extent of urban development grows, the
potential for conflicts increase proportionately.

The most severe conflict between agricultural and urban land occurs when land is removed
from production for other purposes. Many aspects of agricultural production are simply
incompatible with urban land use and recreational activities. Agricultural operations can

_create hazards and nuisances. Conversely, urban land uses and the associated population
create operational difficulties for agriculture. Hazards and nuisances to urban populations
potentially created by agricultural operations in surrounding Davis include:

» Exposure to pesticide and herbicide applications.

¢ Exposure to smoke (from burns) and dust (from soil preparation).

« Exposure to noise from machinery and trucks, and nighttime cultivation.
o Attractive hazards to children (irrigation ponds, channels, and ditches).
» Exposure to mosquitoes breeding in flooded fields.

e Slow moving traffic from agricultural production machinery.

e Odors.

¢ Rodents and vectors.

Operational difficulties for agriculture caused by urban land uses and recreationalists
include:

¢ Restrictions upon agricultural operations (e.g., limitations on pesticide/herbicide
applications, prgdator control, burning, operational hours, and traffic etc.).

e Increased trespassing, vandalism, and theft due to the proximity of urban uses or linear
access to private agricuitural lands.

e Exposure to increased fire risk and crop losses.
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¢ Predation by domestic dogs.
. Liability for injuries to members of the public occurring on private lands.

" o Significant increases in operational costs and stress on farmers, ranchers, and farm
employees as they must deal directly with the conflicts and possible nuisance suits and
related regulatory programs.

o Fragmentation of agricultural areas due to urban or rural residential development
which reduces potential farm size and increases conflicts with other uses, and limits
access to agricultural infrastructure such as irrigation water, agricultural aircraft landing
strips, etc. '

e Loss of "critical mass" of a particular crop needed to support needed agricultural
services, marketing, and processing facilities. '

e Increased (speculative) land values due to proximity to developing areas. Such
proximity tends to increase land value in anticipation of future urban development. The
pattern typically involves spot sales within surrounding agricultural blocks, increasing
demand for peripheral, relatively undervalued blocks of land. This speculative increase
in land value reduces the probability that farmers will make long-term investments to
maintain the productive potential of the land.

e Increased pressure for sale or subdivision as farming becomes less viable or the
descendants of farmers desire larger economic returns.

The Ordinance now being considered by the City of Davis staff is designed to prevent,
reduce, and/or mitigate these type of urban/agricultural conflicts.
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IV. REGULATORY FRAMEWORK

The Ordinance is supported by existing regulatory frameworks in the City of Davis and the
neighboring Counties of Yolo and Solano that support agricultural preservation policies,
create agricultural buffers, and establish urban growth limits that guide and direct future
urban development within an established urban boundary. The City of Davis is currently-
-updating its General Plan. It is expected that the policies described below will continue to
be supported.

EXISTING LAND USE REGULATION

AGRICULTURAL BUFFER/GREENBELT POLICIES

The 1987 Davis General Plan calls for the creation of agricultural buffers and agricultural
preserves. "Buffers” are defined under the City's "Greenbelt" policy in the Open Space
Element, and are described as areas that mitigate the adverse effects of urban development
on adjoining land by dedicating land to the Greenbelt. The Greenbelt is intended to be used
for a variety of purposes, including agricultural, recreational, and storm drainage uses.

The City of Davis General Plan Land Use Map, as well as other graphic expressions of
General Plan policy, indicate the geographic extent of various land uses, resources, and
public facilities. The pattern of land use categories can be delineated to avoid or minimize
conflicts between land uses and activities. The City of Davis General Plan (adopted
December 1987 and revised August 1992) designates several land use categories related to
agriculture and greenbelts:

o Greenbelt /Agricultural Buffer: Policy 2.1 L of the Land Use Element and Policies 3.2 D
and 3.2 E of the Open Space Element provide the basis for establishment of a strip of
land on the City's periphery. These policies describe appropriate uses. Suitable
agricultural buffer uses may include agricultural uses not inconsistent with adjacent
urban development, and suitable greenbelt uses include public access for community
and non-commercial recreational uses. The appropriate uses, as well as the size or
configuration of the Greenbelt/ Agricultural Buffer, may vary at different locations. In
some cases it is anticipated that the Greenbelt/Agricultural Buffer would be situated on
property annexed to the City, while other portions might be acquired or dedicated for
public use.

The variation in size and configuration of the greenbelt/agricultural buffer within the
City may affect the actual development potential of parcels on which it is located.

The General Plan Map delineation of the buffer portrays the concept, but does not
indicate boundaries or widths at specific locations. Zoning regulations, deed
restrictions, development agreements, and acquisition will be used to establish the
buffer.
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o Davis Greenbelt: The Davis Greenbelt lies adjacent to urban development surrounding
the City. It consists of continuous open space with a public access and circulation
component that has minimal interaction with vehicles and a component of ongoing
agricultural use. The Davis Greenbelt provides public recreation areas, semi-public
areas, and buffer areas.

Possible uses include: public access, public access for community and non-commercial
open space and recreational uses, community gardens, urban forests, biking, jogging,
hiking, and equestrian trails, retention ponds, athletic fields, horse stables, filed and row
crops, orchards, organic farms, natural habitat preserves, landmark or historic sites, and
drainage channels and/or overflow area for flood control. The Greenbelt shall have an
average width of 1500 feet and a minimum width of 500 feet. The public access portion
of the greenbelt shall be a minimum of 100 feet in width.

o Connector Greenway: Connector Greenways, following natural and manmade drainage
channels, roadways, railroad and utility easements, link the outside edge of urban
development and activity to outlying nature reserves, wetlands, City recreational
facilities, and future regional parks and open space. Connector Greenways will vary in
width and include a variety of land uses, including passive recreation. Possible uses
include: bikeways, native plants, rest stops, trails, and directional and interpretive

signs.

o Agricultural Reserve: Areas designated Agricultural Reserve are those areas identified by
the City of Davis as permanent agriculture. These lands will ensure a permanent buffer
between adjacent jurisdictions that will maintain the separate identities of surrounding
cities.

o Agricultural Open Space: Agricultural open space shall serve to protect valuable natural
resources such as Class I and II (agricultural) soils. Uses include farmlands (including
houses and farm buildings), and land to be used for the production of food and fiber
during and beyond the 23-year planning period.

GENERAL PLAN POLICIES

The 1987 Davis General Plan has many policies that support agricultural preservation, the
creation of agricultural buffers, the creation of a Greenbelt and an interconnecting bicycle
path. There follows a summary of the most pertinent guiding policies.
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2. LAND USE ELEMENT
- 21 GROWTH MANAGEMENT AND GROWTH LIMITS

Land Use Guiding Policy 2.1 A: Maintain Davis as a small, University-oriented city
surrounded by farmland, greenbelt, and natural habitats and reserves.

Land Use Guiding Policy 2.1 E: Urge Yolo County and Solano County to preserve
agricultural land within the Davis Planning Area beyond that proposed for development.

Land Use Implementing Policy 2.1 L: Create public access for community and non-
commercial open space and recreational uses (e.g., community gardens, urban forests and
biking, jogging, hiking or equestrian trials) on periphery of the urban area.

Land Use Implementing Policy 2.1 M: Negotiate with affected jurisdictions and public and
private agencies to obtain support for permanent designation of open space and
agricultural zoning within the Davis Planning Area beyond proposed urban development.

Land Use Implementing Policy 2.1 O: Seek adoption by Yolo County and Solano County
of the following open space preservation policies in their respective General Plans. Open
space uses include agriculture, outdoor recreation, and natural habitat preserves.

Maintain open space land uses including outdoor recreation and natural habitat
preserves within the Davis General Plan Planning Area beyond the proposed urban
development boundaries.

2.2 COMMUNITY IMAGE

Land Use Guiding Policy 2.2 A: Plan for completion of Davis as a city surrounded by
agriculture and open space uses, rather than a continuously expanding segment of a
metropolitan area in which all cities eventually are expected to grow to meet their
neighbors.

Land Use Guiding Implementing Policy 2.2 F: Create open space between urban and
agricultural uses to provide a visual edge.
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3. OPEN SPACE ELEMENT
3.1 OPEN SPACE FOR THE PRESERVATION OF NATURAL RESOURCES
Enviro_nmehtally Sensitive Habitat Areas

Open Space Guiding Policy 3.1 E: Determine species to be encouraged or preserved in
transitional zones between agriculture and other land uses and provide landscaping that
supports those species (e.g., highest priority for rare and endangered species). This may
involve restricting public access in nesting areas of certain species such as Swainson's
hawks or burrowing owls.

Open Space Guiding Policy 3.1F: Encourage habitat enhancement in the Greenway for
migratory wetland wildlife in existing drainage ponds and other appropriate areas.

3.2 OPEN SPACE FOR THE MANAGED PRODUCTION OF RESOURCES
Agriculture Open Space

Open Space Guiding Policy 3.2 A: Support the Yolo County General Plan goal calling for
protection of prime and other agricultural land from urban development

Open Space Implementing Policy 3.2 D: Seek adoption by Yolo County and Solano
County of the following open space preservation policies in their respective General Plans.
Open space uses include agriculture, outdoor recreation, and natural habitat preserves.

Maintain open space land uses including outdoor recreation, and natural habitat
reserves within the Davis General Plan Planning Area beyond the proposed urban-
development boundaries.

Support tax and economic incentives that enhance the economic competitiveness of
agriculture, and wildlife habitat restoration. ‘

Apply or retain land-use controls to protect the scenic rural corridors between
neighboring communities.

!
Encourage voluntary restriction of development through dedication of scenic or
conservation easements.

Support activities of nonprofit land trusts and conservation organizations in
acquiring development rights to open space lands by gift or purchase by fee simple
title.

Open Space Implementing Policy 3.2 E: Use all available mechanisms for preservation of
open space. This may include a fee applied to land annexed to the city.

©
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Open Space Implementing Policy 3.2 F: The City shall ensure through signage, access
 restriction, fines, and other available means that trespassing into agricultural areas will be
~ minimized.

3.3 OPEN SPACE FOR OUTDOOR RECREATION

Davis Greenbelt

Open Space Guiding Policy 3.3 D: Develop trails network that minimizes conflicts
between pedestrians, bicyclists, equestrians, and minimizes impacts on wildlife.

Open Space Guiding Policy 3.3 E: Develop the Davis Greenbelt to have segments which
vary in overall size and configuration, level of development, and type of intended activity;
follow property lines where feasible when establishing the boundaries.

At the northeast and northwest portions that are adjacent to Covell and Mace
Boulevards, the width should be greater to separate public use from traffic impacts.

Open Space Guiding Policy 3.3 F: Provide informal areas  for people, espec1ally children
and teens, to interact with nature and natural landscapes.

Connector Greenways

Open Space Guiding Policy 3.3 G: Create new links where access to the existing system is
currently lacking.

Open Space Guiding Policy 3.3 H: Provide a continuous system of on- and off-street
interconnected bikeways for recreational use and transportation.

Open Space Guiding Policy 3.3 I: Pursue bicycle route connections with neighboring
communities. Coordinate planning of these facilities with Yolo and Solano counties.

3.4 OPEN SPACE FOR PUBLIC HEALTH AND SAFETY

Open Space General Policy 3.4 A: All projects constructed as part of the Davis Greenway
system shall be reviewed by the appropriate City departments to ensure that public safety
concerns are met. This review shall include measures such as incorporation of fire
protection by provision of access to open space uses and assurance that all bicycle and
pedestrian paths are sufficiently wide and durable to support emergency vehicles for
routine patrol or medical response. -

Davis Greenbelt
Open Space Guiding Policy 3.4 B: In order to allow efficient cultivation, pest control, and

harvesting methods to be employed on agricultural land, require those property owners
wishing to develop to provide a buffer or other means of mitigating the adverse effects of
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urban development on adjoining agricultural land. Urban development may accomplish
this by dedicating land for the Davis Greenbelt. Any project developed within the Davis
~ Greenbelt must also comply with this policy.

4. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION ELEMENT

Circulation Implementing Policy 4.2 G: Consider bicycle lanes as an integral part of
collector streets so that bike lanes and pathways form an integrated system.

Transportation Systems Management (TSM)

TSM Implementing Policy 4.3 B: Develop and maintain a trip-reduction program designed
to achieve a 10 percent reduction in vehicle trips. Traffic model projections of Levels of
Service assume 10 percent trip reduction from trip generation rates.

Bicycles

Bicycle Guiding Policy 4.4 A: Assure safe and convenient bicycle access to all areas of the
city. The City Safety Advisory Commission shall develop a process to inform the public
and encourage and regularly receive public comments regarding the existing bicycle
infrastructure. The process should identify what parts of the infrastructure work, what
does not work, and where problems needing immediate attention exist. The Safety
Advisory Commission should address the long-term issues in the-same manner as
roadways are handled. The immediate problems should be corrected as quickly as possible.
The Commission should implement a volunteer riding group to monitor recommended safe
bicycle routes in order to maintain them as such. Special emphasis should be given to
receiving input from local school PTA Safety Committees regarding the safety of children.

Bicycle Guiding Policy 4.4 B: Promote use of bicycles as a viable and attractive alternative
to cars.
6.2 WILDLIFE AND VEGETATION

Conservation Guiding Policy 6.2 B: Maintain existing trees, and continue to encourage
tree planting.

Conservation Implementing Policy 6.2 D: Encourage use of native plants in public and
private landscaping.

Conservation Implementing Policy 6.2 F: Where appropriate, encourage landscaping that
provides wildlife habitats.

Conservation Guiding Policy 6.5 C: Promote preservation of prime agricultural land.
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Conservation Implementing Policy 6.5 K: Require tree rows or other windbreaks in
buffers on the edges of urban development and in other areas where required to prevent
~ soil erosion.

Agricultural Buffer Policies

The Davis Urban Development Ag Buffer Task Force (1989) recommended that the
Agricultural Buffer should be termed a "transition zone" and that it should average 1,500
feet in width. However, they allowed that the transition zone could vary substantially in
width overall and that it could even be non-existent in some areas. The Yolo County
Agricultural Commissioner has recommended a minimum width of 500 feet as a setback for
aerial spraying, and 100 feet setback from public access, for ground application of Class 1
pesticide chemicals. '

The document entitled "Agricultural Buffers - General Plan Policy Interpretation,” adopted
by the City Council on September 16, 1992, lays out some definitions for implementing
these policies. These guidelines include the following:

e Agricultural Buffers should have a guideline width of 200 feet and a minimum width of
100 feet.

» No public access should be allowed in the agricultural buffer.

e Where a proposed development site adjoins agricultural land or is separated from
agricultural uses by the public access portion of the Davis Greenbelt or a Connector
Greenway, the developer must provide a 200-foot wide (minimum 100-foot wide)
agricultural buffer easement between the urban development and the agricultural use.
The easement shall NOT allow general public access.

¢ The easement may be located on the development site or off-site. Allowable uses within
the agricultural buffer easement include: organic vineyards; pastures; portions of
greenhouses and nurseries with no public access; urban forests; detention ponds and
drainage channels.

(Note: For the purposes of the proposed Right to Farm and Farmland Mitigation
Ordinance some of these allowable uses were removed due to the spray setback
requirements). ' :

Urban Growth Policies

In addition to the Open Space Element and other General Plan Policies regarding
agricultural protection and open space preservation, the City of Davis has instituted the
following policies which may affect directly or indirectly agricultural preservation policies:

* Housing Growth Policies. In 1986, 58 percent of Davis' electorate voted in favor of an
advisory measure calling for Davis to grow "as slow as legally possible." The General
Plan adopted in 1987 assumes a population of between 73,000 and 75,000 at buildout in
the year 2010. Davis' growth management policies thus favor the maintenance of Davis
as a small, University-oriented city surrounded by farmland, greenbelt, and natural
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habitats. The City of Davis has a growth control policy which allocates authorization to
build single family housing on a rolling five-year basis. Total growth of residential
units in the City since the General Plan was adopted (late 1987 to January 1994)
averaged 1.98 percent per year. The number of units built per year since 1987 has
ranged from 96 to 414 units (Davis Planning Department).

Core Area Residential Infill Policies. The City of Davis has a "C-RI" zoning designation,
which implements the policies of the "core area plan,” protects the district's residential
character as expressed by older architecture and "tree-shaded ambiance,” promotes a
greater variety of residential uses, and ensures that new structures harmonize with
surrounding residences. Permitted uses include single and multiple (maximum of two)
family dwellings, non-commercial agriculture, and day care facilities.

Annexation Policies and Urban Growth Boundaries. The Davis General Plan requires
annexation as a condition of approval of urban development proposals. LAFCO has
found that the City's General Plan goals are consistent with LAFCO's mandate to
discourage urban sprawl and to provide for logical and orderly growth and
development. Thus, Davis fully recognizes Yolo County's policy of providing
infrastructure items as a product of growth, rather than inducing growth, whereby
annexation is a means of providing a full range of services as resources permit. Despite
the limitations of Propositions 13 and 4, Davis anticipates that servicing a population
increase of 25,000 by 2010 is achievable. This level of population growth would not
necessitate an expansion of the urban service boundary.

The City's policies are generally supported by bordering Yolo and Solano Counties'
agricultural preservation policies. Both Yolo and Solano Counties have adopted Right to
Farm Ordinances and have strong agricultural zoning policies.

Solano County

Solano County lands comprise approximately 20 percent of the City's open space in the
~ Davis Planning Area. Some key regulatory issues include the following:

Agricultural Zoning. The majority of the land immediately adjacent to the C1ty of Davis
within Solano County is designated Exclusive Agriculture (A). The base zoning for
agricultural land in Solano County has been 1 unit per 40 acres since 1979. This is
expected to be changed to 1 unit per 80 acres for irrigated land in the Revised General
Plan (1995), while grazing lands will be subject to 1 unit per 160 acre base zoning. Since
Proposition A limits the re-zoning of agricultural land to cases where land is annexed
by cities, unincorporated development has not occurred in northern Solano County's
agricultural lands in the past.

Proposition A. In 1985, in reaction to a proposal for a new town in the northeast County,
voters passed an initiative — Proposition A. Proposition A has limited urban
development to areas inside municipalities, with the exception of those lands already
zoned for development at the time of passage. The effect of Proposition A has been to .
direct growth toward Solano County's existing cities along the I-80 corridor --
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particularly in Fairfield and Vacaville. On July 26, 1994 the Solano County Board of
Supervisors adopted resolution 94-170 which extended Proposition A and restricted re-
designation of lands designated Agricultural or Open Space through December 31, 2010.

Proposition A is not an effective restriction to northward growth by the City of Dixon.
The County, as represented by its LAFCO (which has a strong representation from city
officials), is under Proposition A, at liberty to approve large annexations proposed by
the City of Dixon. The City of Dixon is experiencing market pressure for northward
growth, driven by the rapidly increasing population growth of the Sacramento region.

e City of Dixon. The sphere of influence of the City of Dixon extends to Tremont Road. It
is expected that the City's growth in this direction will occur to the south side of the I-80
corridor. The City's General Plan revision proposes an annexation of the land directly
north of the present city limits to the Pedrick Road /I-80 interchange. This annexation is
expected to encompass commercial and industrial development.

In the past, officials of the City of Dixon had stated that their City reserves the right to
develop its sphere of influence up to the Solano/Yolo County line. However, in May
1995 the LAFCO sphere of influence for the City of Dixon was changed and now
extends only as far as Tremont Road. The City of Davis may request a permanent non-
urban open space designation to separate the two cities.

e Williamson Act. Overall, filings for non-renewal in Solano County have increased over
the last ten years. In the northern portion of the County, along Putah Creekl,
withdrawal activity peaked in 1990 and 1991, with 1,527 and 1,811 acres removed
respectively. In particular, a large area just south of the County line adjacent to the U.C.
Davis airport filed for non-renewal in 1990. Ideas that have been "floated" in the past
regarding this general area include an agricultural /biotech research park taking
advantage of U.C. Davis' strength and reputation in that field. This prospect has been
discounted by many in the County as unrealistic and improbable however, and is
probably prohibited under Proposition A.

» Right to Farm Ordinance. The County has implemented a Right to Farm Ordinance
which limits the circumstances under which agricultural operations may be considered
anuisance. The Ordinance is implemented through a notice to purchasers of real
property which is placed on all grant deeds, quitciaims, and land sale contracts. The
notice states that if the property to be purchased is located close to agricultural lands or
operations, certain inconveniences and/or discomforts may be experienced and the
buyer should be prepared to accept them. An Agricultural Grievance Committee has
been created to arbitrate and mediate any disputes that may arise.

However, the notice is "for informational purposes only,"” and nothing in the Ordinance
prevents a property owner from taking an available remedy concerning "unlawful or
improper agricultural practice.” Thus, the Ordinance does not represent a disclosure,

1 Assessor's books 101, 103, 104, 107, and 110.
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and it does not protect farmers from claims related to.application of pesticides and
fertilizers, production, irrigation, pruning, harvesting, and processing agricultural
commodities.

Historically, according to County officials, urban/agricultural conflicts have been at a
minimum in Solano County. However, continued growth in the Dixon area could
potentially lead to conflicts, and there is insufficient evidence to determine whether or
not farming practices will be upheld in the face of nuisance claims.

Yolo County

Yolo County lands comprise approximately 65 percent of the City's open space in the Davis
Planning Area. Yolo County has an excellent record regarding agricultural preservation.
Some key regulatory issues include the following:

Agricultural Zoning. The majority of land immediately adjacent to the City of Davis
within Yolo County is zoned Agricultural Preserve Zone (AP). The purpose of the AP
zone is to preserve land best suited for agricultural use from the encroachment of
nonagricultural uses. The minimum lot size for land in the AP zone was recently
increased from 20 acres to 80 acres for irrigated lands; 160 acres for non-irrigated soils
capable of cultivation; and to 320 acres for range land and soils not capable of
cultivation (Ordinance No. 1157 Blue Ribbon Committee Recommendations adopted
December 1992). This zoning will be in line with Solano County's minimum lot size for
agricultural land if the new Solano County General Plan is revised as discussed above.

Williamson Act Withdrawals. There has been an increase in the number of non-renewals
in Yolo County recently. According to the Yolo County Planning Department, as of
January 1995 a total of 53,219 acres on 368 parcels have filed for non-renewal under the
Williamson Act. Since 1985, the volume of acreage and the number of contracts filed for
non-renewal has increased. During the period from 1985 to 1987, an average of 985
acres per year were filed. Between 1989 and 1994, an average of 9,104 acres per year
filed for non-renewal. Non-renewals peaked in 1989 and 1990 with 10,876 and 15,466
acres respectively. However, very few of these non-renewals were in the Davis
Planning Area.

According to UC Davis Professor Al Sokolow, in his recent study of Williamson Act
withdrawals, although there is a general trend in increasing acreage filed for non-
renewal, this does not indicate a "flight from farming." Rather, the large annual acreage
involved in non-renewals in the most recent years are associated with large
developments such as the Conaway project, the Dunnigan Community Plan - both of
which are located on non-prime soils. There has also been a major withdrawal around
the Winters area. However, if the number of Williamson Act non-renewals continues to
increase, this could be a cause for concern, depending on what the landowners'
intentions are for these properties over the next decade.
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Right to Farm Ordinance. In December 1991, Yolo County adopted a Right to Farm
Ordinance (Ordinance No. 1133) which aims to provide protection of certain
agricultural operations from nuisance claims and establishes a grievance procedure.
The Ordinance provides for the notification of all existing property owners in the
County by a one-time mailing with property tax statements about the potentially
objectionable circumstances associated with agricultural operations. Title insurers have
agreed to notify property purchasers about the provisions of the Ordinance when
issuing preliminary title reports. However, the Ordinance does not provide for a
permanent deed restriction on property being developed adjacent to agricultural land.
The Ordinance provides for the establishment of a grievance committee to deal with
disputes when they arise in a timely and cost-effective manner.

The Yolo Ordinance, like the Solano Right to Farm Ordinance, is mainly for
informational and educational purposes. According to County officials the grievance
procedure has been utilized at least once so far.

Yolo County Conservation Easement Ordinance. In December 1991, a draft Yolo County
Farmland Conservation Easement Ordinance was considered by the Yolo County
Planning Commission. As currently drafted, the Ordinance would require 6:1
mitigation for conversion of farmland from any agricultural zoning to non-agricultural
zoning. Yolo County LAFCO would be encouraged to adopt a similar mitigation policy
for annexations. A landowner seeking a rezoning would be required, as a condition of
approval, to purchase conservation easements on six acres for each one converted.
Easement purchase zones would be established by the County Board of Supervisors
which would be compatible with existing County and City General Plan policies. These
purchase zones should give the greatest emphasis to the higher risk areas nearest to the
cities. Restrictions imposed by the conservation easements would be similar to those
imposed by the Ag Preserve (AP) zoning and the easements would be deeded to the
Yolo Land Conservation Trust. A Yolo County Conservation Easement Ordinance has
not as yet been adopted. Itis still under consideration and it appears that there is some
interest among County officials in adopting some form of this Ordinance, although it
seems unlikely that it will require such a high mitigation ratio.

EFFECTIVENESS OF EXISTING POLICIES

The strong agricultural preservation policies of both Solano and Yolo Counties and their
County LAFCOs have worked well to contain urban growth within City boundaries, and
there have been relatively few conversions of agricultural lands due to annexations in the
Davis Planning Area Boundary. In Yolo County, there has been a long history of support
for agricultural preservation and these policies have contained growth mostly within
existing urban boundaries. According to a Yolo LAFCO official, approximately 90 percent
of the County population lives within the four cities of Davis, West Sacramento, Woodland
and Winters. The six townships in unincorporated Yolo County have been in existence
since the turn of the Century.
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In Solano County, Measure A has also been quite effective in restricting urban growth
within existing cities. However, the City of Dixon's sphere of influence extends to Tremont
~ Road and while Proposition A has discouraged urban development on unincorporated

land, Dixon may continue to develop northward towards the southern edge of the Davis
Planning Area.

The City of Davis has also been relatively successful in maintaining compact growth
patterns due to existing policies, especially the housing growth policy established in 1986,
which limits the number of residential units that can be approved on an annual basis.

Davis has experienced only moderate growth within the past 14 years, from a population of
36,450 in 1980 to 48,866 in 1994 (DOF January 1994) -- an increase of 34 percent (or an
annual growth rate of 2.12 percent).

As noted earlier, there has been quite a marked increase in the number of Williamson Act
withdrawals in recent years. While this may not represent an immediate flight from
farming, if the trend continues on lands inside the Davis Planning Area, this could be a sign
that some farmers in the immediate ring around Davis view the City's policies towards
agriculture as a holding zone rather than a long-term commitment to permanent
agricultural preservation.

While there is some evidence of speculation in the Davis Planning Area it has not resulted
in a steep gradient in land values. Land values close to the City border are somewhat
higher than strictly agricultural values in the lands outside the Davis planning boundaries.
Lands close to Davis in Yolo County are selling for between $6,000 to $10,000 per acre while
agricultural lands beyond the planning boundaries are selling in the range of $2,500 to
$5,000 per acre.

The proposed Ordinance, if adopted, will result in the rationalization of City policy and will
have two beneficial outcomes:

1) Minimizing Urban/Agricultural Conflicts: The buffering of agricultural uses from the
urban edge and the notification requirements will reduce urban/agricultural conflicts
and benefit farmers by minimizing the possibility of nuisance suits and crop theft and
damage. Buffering of agricultural land from urban development and the creation of
linked landscaped bicycle paths will benefit urban dwellers by minimizing the
potentially-negative impacts of agriculture such as noise, dust and pesticide use while
creating attractive alternative circulation routes. '

2) Promoting Agricultural Preservation: While the two bordering counties have strong
agricultural protection policies, ultimately, long-term farmland protection requires the
purchase of permanent conservation easements over land within the Davis Planning
Area and strictly enforced urban limit lines. The proposed Ordinance will benefit both
City of Davis urban dwellers and neighboring farmers by allowing development at the
urban/agricultural edge to proceed according to current land use policies, while
minimizing the impacts of such urbanization on both existing and future farmers.
Urban dwellers will benefit from having their City contained within compact growth
patterns surrounded by protected farmland.
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