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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:

• 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.

• 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 Fann and Fannland 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 assume& a population of between 73/000 and 75/000 at buildout in
the year 2010. Davis' growth management policies thus fa.vor the maintenance of Davis
as a small, University-oriented city surrounded by farmland, greenbelt, and natural

IV-7



Final Report
July 13, 1995

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 ~dopted (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 Plann.it:lg Area. Some key regulatory issues include the following:

• Agricultural Zoning. The majority of the land immediately adjacent to the City of Davis
within Soiano 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
agricu1turallands 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 1-80 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 h~s 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.

• City ofDixon. 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 1-80
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 tw9 cities.

• 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 relnoved
respectively. In particular, a large area just south of the County line adjacent to the D.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 D.C. Davis' strength and reputation in that field. This prospect has been
discounted by many in the County as unrealistic and improbable h~wever, 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 "\,yhich agricultural operations may be considered
a nuisance. The Ordinance is implemented through a notice to purchasers of real
property which is placed on all grant deeds, quitclaims, 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 SolaI!o 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 AI 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 ~d 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-e~fectivemanner.

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. It is 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 ~ban 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 fanners by allowing development at the
urbaniagricultural edge to proceed according to current land use policies, while
minimizing the impacts of such urbanization on both existing and future fanners.
Urban dwellers ::w-ill benefit from having their City contained within compact growth
patterns surrounded by protected farmland.
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