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The Williamson Act: Past, Present, Future?
A Legislative Oversight Hearing

On Wednesday, March 3, 2010, the Senate Local Government Committee held an
oversight hearing on the California Land Conservation Act of 1965 --- better
known as the Williamson Act. The hearing began promptly at 9:30 a.m. and con-
tinued until 11:40 a.m. Held in Room 112 of the State Capitol in Sacramento, the
Committee’s hearing attracted about 60 people.

Four of the five Committee members participated in the oversight hearing:
Senator Dave Cox, Committee Chair
Senator Christine Kehoe, Committee Vice Chair
Senator Sam Aanestad
Senator Curren D. Price, Jr.

Three other legislators joined the Committee members’ hearing:
Senator Lois Wolk
Assembly Member Anna Marie Caballero
Assembly Member Mariko Yamada

This report contains the staff summary of what happened at the Committee’s hear-
ing [see the white pages], reprints the Committee staff’s briefing paper [see the
blue pages], and reproduces the written materials provided by the speakers and
others [see the yellow pages]|.

Senate staff video-recorded the entire hearing and it is possible to purchase DVD
copies by calling the Senate TV and Video Program at (916) 651-1531. It’s on the
California Channel’s website: www.calchannel.com/channel/viewvideo/1099

STAFF FINDINGS

After reviewing the speakers’ presentations and written materials, and thinking
about the comments that the legislators made during their oversight hearing, the
Committee’s staff reached these findings:

e County officials, conservation groups, and landowners generally support the
Williamson Act’s voluntary contracts, the use-value property tax assess-
ments, and the state subventions to county governments.



e (Governor Schwarzenegger’s near-elimination of the state subventions in
2009-10 makes it tough for counties to remain in Williamson Act contracts.

e Unless the Legislature restores the subventions in 2010-11 --- wholly or par-
tially --- more counties will follow Imperial County’s example and nonre-
new their Williamson Act contracts.

e [f contract nonrenewals spread, it may be impossible to replace Williamson
Act contracts on millions of acres of agricultural and open space land.

e [Legislators want to explore other revenue sources to replace the State Gen-
eral Funds to pay for the state subventions to counties.

e Some legislators want to consider statutory changes to the Williamson Act
that will focus attention on farm and ranch land of statewide importance.

e Some legislators worry about landowners who transfer or sell their water
rights from Williamson Act contracted land, making the property less pro-
ductive.

e Some legislators want to explore other long-term ways to preserve agricul-
tural and open space lands, possibly income tax relief for the landowners as
an alternative to use-value property tax relief.

OPENING REMARKS

After conducting the Committee’s regular business and passing three bills, Senator
Cox, the Committee Chair, turned to the Williamson Act topic. He noted that the
dramatic cut in direct state subventions to counties caused many to question the
state government’s commitment to the conservation of agricultural land and open
space. Just last week, the Senator reported, Imperial County’s board of supervisors
voted to nonrenew their Williamson Act contracts.

This oversight hearing will allow legislators to learn more about the Williamson
Act, Senator Cox stated, allowing them to speak up during other committee hear-
ings, budget debates, and in caucus meetings. The hearing is a chance to listen
closely to county officials, conservation groups, and landowners about the future of
the Williamson Act.



STAFF BRIEFING

Before the hearing, the legislators received a briefing paper, including suggested
questions for the speakers. The appendix reprints that paper. [See the blue pages. ]

Committee consultant Peter Detwiler briefed the legislators about the Williamson
Act by taking apart the statute’s formal name, the California Land Conservation
Act of 1965, and describing each of those terms. “California is just like the rest of
the United States, only more so,” said Detwiler as he explained that the law simul-
taneously serves multiple goals. The state’s literal foundation is the “land,” and
the Act affects about one-third of all private, non-forested land in California. He
handed out two charts prepared by the State Department of Conservation which
showed how much Williamson Act contracted land was in each county and how
much the counties claimed in state subventions for 2007.

The term “conservation” in the law’s formal name was intentional, Detwiler said.
“It’s ‘conservation’ like Gifford Pinchot, not ‘preservation’ like John Muir.” Un-
der the Williamson Act, landowners “grudgingly give way” to development at re-
gional edges through nonrenewal, cancellation, and public acquisition. The “Act”
was a conscious adoption of three statutes covering the contracts, property reas-
sessments, and the subvention program.

The “1965” in the title is significant, Detwiler argued, because the law reflects the
historical, economic, and political context that existed 45 years ago. Referring to a
chart on pages 6 and 7 in the Committee’s briefing paper, Detwiler explained that
the Williamson Act predated robust land use planning and zoning practices, the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), local agency formation commis-
sions’ (LAFCOs) spheres of influence and municipal service reviews, alternative
easements, and the profound fiscal shifts caused by the Serrano decision and
Proposition 13. “Like any 45-year old,” said Detwiler, “The Williamson Act may
be having a mid-life crisis.”

THE SPEAKERS

The Committee invited nine people to speak, organized into three panels based on
their points-of-view: county officials, conservation groups, and landowners. Leg-
islators invited the speakers to provide written materials to supplement their brief
remarks. The witnesses whose names appear with an asterisk (*) provided written
materials. The appendix reprints the speakers’ materials. [See the yellow pages.|



Counties’ Reactions and Advice

The first panel consisted of county officials with considerable experience with the
Williamson Act:

Honorable Judy Case, County Supervisor*
County of Fresno

Susan Thompson, County Administrative Officer*
County of San Benito

Ted James, Planning Director*
County of Kern

Fresno County Supervisor Judy Chase spoke on behalf of the California State As-
sociation of Counties (CSAC), as well as her own county. She warned legislators
that another year without state subvention payments could be “the last straw” that
would cause counties to nonrenew their Williamson Act contracts. The Supervisor
presented the results of CSAC’s recent survey of its members which elicited re-
sponses from 23 counties. Although a majority indicated that they have continued
their contracts, the survey represents just a “snapshot in time.” Once counties non-
renew, she cautioned, it’s almost “impossible to reverse” those decisions. Continu-
ity is important, she said, asking legislators to “reinvest” in the program.

Answering a question from Senator Wolk, Chase said that Fresno could nonrenew
if the state government doesn’t resume its subventions. Senator Price asked how
Fresno County dealt with the loss of subventions. Chase explained that the $5.6
million in state subventions was small compared to her county’s $1.7 billion an-
nual budget, but the subventions were an important part of the County’s discretion-
ary revenues.

Declaring that “we are ready to work with you,” San Benito County Administrative
Officer Susan Thompson told the legislators that the continuation of the William-
son Act is “critical for small counties.” Thompson said that she was speaking on
behalf of the Regional Council of Rural Counties, in addition to her own county.
While the loss of state subventions is a blow to rural counties’ budgets, the “bigger
message ... is that the Williamson Act is good policy” which is as relevant in 2010
as it was in 1965. While her county has not issued contract nonrenewals, it has
stopped accepting additional applications from landowners. With 76% of San



Benito County’s private land under contract, the program is important to keeping
both row crops and rangeland in production. Thompson gave the Committee two
examples of large development projects that County officials were able to deflect
because of its commitment to the Williamson Act. Senator Aanestad was inter-
ested in the state subventions’ effects on the County’s budget.

Speaking for the California County Planning Directors’ Association was Ted
James who is also Kern County’s Planning Director. Williamson Act contracts
help counties discourage “leapfrog development,” he said, demonstrating the state
law’s “on the ground effectiveness.” While the County’s general plan and zoning
ordinance are “in my arsenal” to shape development patterns, James said that those
tools are only as good as the county supervisors’ political will. The Act “has more
teeth for me” because of the contracts’ self-renewing obligations. The Williamson
Act contracts plus the County’s use of CEQA, mitigation requirements, subdivi-
sion standards, and LAFCO decisions help retain land in agricultural use. He gave
the legislators a recent example of how the Kern County LAFCO turned down the
City of Bakersfield’s attempt to annex land because of the development pressures
that it would have created.

Conservation Organizations’ Reactions and Advice

Having heard from county representatives about their interest in continuing Wil-
liamson Act contracts and state subventions, the Committee turned to conservation
groups for their perspective:

Brian Leahy, Division of Land Resource Protection*
State Department of Conservation

Edward Thompson, Jr., California Director*
American Farmland Trust

Michael B. Endicott, Resource Sustainability Advocate*
Sierra Club - California

Brian Leahy is the State Department of Conservation’s Assistant Director who
manages the Division of Land Resource Protection. Half of California’s land area
is owned by the federal and state governments, with the remainder in private own-
ership. Leahy displayed a large California map and pointed out the grazing land in
yellow and irrigated farmland in green for the legislators. Ranching and farming



may be the “highest-and-best-use” for these soils, although perhaps not the most
economical. With the development pressures expected over the next 40 years,
there’s “not a lot of land left” for other uses, Leahy explained. Calling the Wil-
liamson Act a “very effective” program, he said that the contracts are “the excuse’
that allow local officials to say “no” to development.

K

Senator Aanestad told Leahy that “it’s your fault” that the subventions disap-
peared in 2009-10. Echoing the hearing’s subtitle, Senator Aanestad said that the
Williamson Act’s past has been “successful,” but he’s “very much concerned”
about the present, because the Administration seems to leave the future up to oth-
ers. The “state is not holding up its end of the bargain” in what should be a state-
local partnership, the Senator declared. We “can’t just leave the locals in the
lurch,” said the Senator, especially not the 12 rural counties in his Senate district.
Aanestad said he was “adamant” about the need to restore the subventions. When
the Senator asked about the likelihood of restoring the state subventions in 2010-
11, Leahy described the Administration’s reasoning for cutting the subventions and
replied that he doesn’t “see any reason for that logic to change.”

Senator Wolk claimed that the Administration doesn’t care about the program.
She asked Leahy if there are funding sources for state subventions other than the
State General Fund and if statutory changes should tighten up on compatible uses,
including regulating water transfers. Leahy said that it was “not our place to com-
ment” on water transfers, but selling permanent water rights affects the long-term
productivity of Williamson Act contracted lands.

The California Director for the American Farmland Trust, Ed Thompson, told the
legislators that he wanted to make three points: (1) the Williamson Act is a bargain
for state taxpayers, (2) the Act needs significant improvements, and (3) legislators
need to do even more to effectively preserve farmland. Agriculture pays more in
taxes than it consumes in local public services, Thompson declared. He asked leg-
islators to think carefully about what a “Williamson Act version 2.0” might look
like because the tax relief is more important to ranchers than crop producers. The
pattern of land enrollment around cities is “pretty spotty,” causing him to question
whether tax incentives are sufficient to limit sprawl. Policy makers should look to
other states --- New York, Wisconsin, Michigan --- that offer “circuit breaker” in-
come tax relief to landowners. State income tax relief is fairly popular among lo-
cal officials in those states because they don’t have to fight for annual subventions.
Thomson called upon legislators to increase the state government’s investment in
agricultural conservation easements, noting that other states spend more than Cali-
fornia’s 11¢ a person. Conversely, local officials need to do better to “increase the



efficiency of development” because denser development patterns are the “most
important” way to conserve farmland. But the biggest hole in California’s pro-
grams is the “lack of clear, firm state policy” that favors farmland preservation.
That lack of policy direction “underlies our difficulty here” as California loses 75
square miles of agricultural land a year. '

How does Wisconsin’s income tax circuit breaker program work, Senator Wolk
asked Thompson. He explained that if local property taxes go up, the state income
tax credits kick in, targeting tax relief to those who need it the most. Have other
states adopted farmland preservation goals, asked Assemblymember Yamada.
“California is a national leader in many areas, but not this one,” Thompson replied.
But, he noted, federal officials haven’t always followed their own 1981 law on
farmland preservation.

Michael Endicott is Sierra Club-California’s sustainability advocate, promoting
social, economic, and ecological values. Endicott told the legislators that he shares
Senator Wolk’s concerns about landowners who transfer their water rights away
from Williamson Act contracted land. Especially in coastal areas the Williamson
Act helps to reduce the pressures to convert agricultural land to other uses. Be-
cause the type of farming influences the ability to achieve sustainability goals, it’s
important to maintain the subvention program even in tough times, he said. As
legislators think about a “Williamson Act 2.0” they shouldn’t complicate the pro-
gram because “focus and prioritization is in order.” Endicott said that he had
“some concern” about the income tax approach advocated by AFT’s Ed Thompson
because he didn’t want the Legislature to encourage “hobbyist farmers” while try-
ing to protect real agriculture. As for other revenue sources to pay for the state
subventions, Endicott suggested looking into oil severance taxes and property
transfer taxes.

When Assemblymember Caballero asked Endicott to explain his concern about
the income tax relief approach and what she called boutique farms, he replied that
other states’ requirements may not fit California’s context. Besides, Endicott said,
boutique farmers have different interests than what he called “general farming.”

Senator Price asked Endicott about his recommendation to prioritize the state’s
goals. He replied that the “proof that the Williamson Act is a good act is that peo-
ple renew [their] contracts.” Continuing contracts shows that the landowners’
commitment to property is worth protecting. When it comes to agricultural pro-
duction, "the more stability the better,” Endicott said. Agricultural operations need
“big pockets” of land, not just little protected islands.



Landowners’ Reactions and Advice

For its final panel, the Committee invited representatives of landowners’ groups
that have used Williamson Act contracts:

Paul Wenger, President™
California Farm Bureau Federation

Jack Hanson, Treasurer*
California Cattlemen’s Association

William H. Geyer, Executive Director*
Resource Landowners Coalition

Besides being the President of the California Farm Bureau Federation, Paul
Wenger is a Williamson Act landowner in the San Joaquin Valley. While Propo-
sition 13 helped landowners control their property taxes, those who bought agricul-
tural land after 1978 still face problems. They can afford to pay their property tax
bills, but they won’t have much return on investment. The Williamson Act helps
landowners reduce their tax bills even further, increasing their operating income.
Buyers who acquire adjacent agricultural land under “1031 exchanges” drive up
the price for the surrounding farmland. The result will be increased pressure for
development if the Williamson Act ends, Wenger explained. He told the legisla-
tors about his concerns about selling agricultural land for water transfers and buy-
ing ranches for recreational use. Land should be taxed on its productivity, he de-
clared. As much as 14.5 million acres have been under Williamson Act contracts
for at least 35 years, demonstrating the landowners’ commitment to conserving
their property.

What about compatible uses on Williamson Act contracted land, asked Senator
Wolk, specifically mentioning energy facilities that use solar and wind power.
Wenger explained that his standard is whether a nonagricultural use takes away the
land’s agricultural productivity. We “need to look at what the Act is all about,” he
said. What about an agricultural processing plant, Senator Work asked. Ifit’s an
“adjunct” to the agricultural use, that would be OK, but “it’s really degrees” of
compatibility, Wenger explained. He wants to encourage family farms to stay in
operation. What about water transfers, Senator Wolk asked. Should the Legisla-
ture prohibit the permanent transfer of water rights from Williamson Act con-
tracted land? Wenger said that legislators should “look at it pretty closely ... ifa
permanent transfer harms agricultural productivity.”



When Assembly Member Yamada asked Wenger about his “barometer” of un-
derstanding among urban legislators, he replied that the Act’s supporters need to
explain the program in terms that legislators understand. “Everybody can under-
stand taxation based on value,” he said. The goal is to “keep the family on the
farm.”

Jack Hanson, the California Cattlemen’s Association’s Treasurer (and Lassen
County Supervisor), told legislators that he found common ground with many of
the previous speakers. “There are just a few givens,” he said: the Act has been
enormously successful, the Act’s future is in doubt without subventions, the Act is
a bargain, and if the Act disappears, some more development will occur. The pro-
gram is “not a subsidy or free lunch” for landowners because everybody gives up
something. Spending $39 million to replace counties’ revenue losses “is a bar-
gain,” he claimed. “It’s the money issue, I'm sorry to say,” observed Hanson.
“The Williamson Act has definitely not outlived its usefulness,” he continued, and
it would be “very difficult” to continue ranching without the program.

Senator Cox asked Hanson if state law should treat ranchland differently than
cropland. Hanson explained that because of their different characteristics, ranch-
ing may be the best use of nonprime soils.

Bill Geyer, Executive Director of the Resource Landowners Coalition, was the
consultant to the Assembly Agriculture Committee and worked with Assemblyman
John Williamson on the original statute and the subsequent subvention program.
Geyer warned legislators that “you can’t have an on-again-off-again” subvention
program because the lack of certainty will discourage landowners and county offi-
cials. Although he would “love to be dissuaded” that subventions from the State
General Fund aren’t in trouble, he believes that they are. Geyer noted that many of
the questions on page 13 of the Committee’s briefing paper reflect the thinking that
he put into his client’s white paper on the Williamson Act. His group has hired
Vince Minto, the former Glenn County Assessor, to “crunch the numbers” and
analyze alternative funding sources. In the meantime, Geyer suggested that the
Legislature consider an interim relief program as a “bridge to the future.”

Can you “give us a hint” of some of these alternative revenue sources, asked Sena-
tor Aanestad. Geyer said four alternatives might generate as much as $10 million
each: (1) charging new fees on early termination of contracts, (2) using a “mixed
bag” of ideas, including fees on compatible uses that displace agricultural produc-
tion, (3) allowing counties to charge administrative fees, and (4) reducing subven-
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tion payments for substandard contracts. Senator Aanestad then asked when
Minto’s work would be ready and Geyer indicated that the project was just getting
underway with results still months away.

Senator Wolk mentioned her SB 715, which proposes Williamson Act reforms,
and noted the need to build consensus for changes.

Referring to her own AB 1965, Assembly Member Yamada asked Geyer about
the concept of proportional restoration of state subvention payments. He replied
that the concept should be under discussion, but there are “obviously different
voices among counties.”

Others’ Reactions and Advice

Following the three panels, Senator Cox invited public comments and two other
speakers share their views with the legislators:

Eric Carruthers, Citizens Advisory Council
Santa Clara County Open Space Authority

Pablo Garza
The Nature Conservancy

Eric Carruthers is a retired Santa Clara County planner who serves on the Santa
Clara County Open Space Authority’s Citizens Advisory Committee. He told the
legislators that the state government needs to find the means to keep the William-
son Act program intact. Echoing Ted James’ advice, he agreed that the Act com-
plements counties’ land use regulatory programs. He wanted to “re-enforce” the
Sierra Club’s position on the need to protect farming on the edges of coastal devel-
opment. He cited an American Farmland Trust study for San Francisco which
found that specialty crops are important in metropolitan areas. Climate action
change needs a local food supply, Carruthers concluded.

Speaking for the Nature Conservancy, Pablo Garza gave his strong support for the
Williamson Act because of its “effective, economical, environmental benefits.”
The state government needs to finance the subventions, he said.
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ADDITONAL ADVICE

In addition to the speakers at the oversight hearing, the Committee also received
written advice from six other sources:

41 signatories™
California Rangeland Conservation Coalition

10 signatories™
Sacramento/Capital Region Food System Collaborative

Honorable Simoén Salinas, Chair*
Monterey County Board of Supervisors

Mike McKeever, Executive Director*®
Sacramento Area Council of Governments

Amy L. White, Executive Director*
Land Watch Monterey County

Honorable Dave Goicoechea, Chairman*®
Sierra County Board of Supervisors

The members of the California Rangeland Conservation Coalition submitted a
copy of their January 27, 2010 letter to Governor Schwarzenegger declaring their
distress at the proposal to continue elimination of the Williamson Act subvention
payments. The Coalition wrote that the “longer-term negative impacts vastly out-
weigh the [state’s] short-term budget savings.”

The Sacramento-based coalition known as the Food System Collaborative gave
the Committee a copy of its February 9, 2010 letter to Governor Schwarzenegger,
urging his Administration to restore the state’s Williamson Act subventions. They
wrote that “the region and the State will need the Williamson Act more than ever
in order to meet greenhouse gas emissions (GGE) reduction targets” called for by
AB 32 and SB 375.

In his February 23, 2010 letter to the Committee, Salinas County Supervisor
Simén Salinas declared that the Williamson Act subventions have “provided a
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tangible incentive for local governments to stay in the program and initiate more
contracts.” He called for the subventions’ “eventual restoration.”

Mike McKeever, Executive Director of the Sacramento Area Council of Govern-
ments, sent the Committee a copy of his March 1, 2010 letter to Governor Schwar-
zenegger encouraging him to restore the Williamson Act subventions. McKeever
wrote that “to not fund them threatens AB 32 and SB 375 implementation.”

On March 2, 2010, Land Watch Monterey County Executive Director Amy White
wrote to the Committee, enclosing a copy of a February 1 joint letter to Governor
Schwarzenegger urging him to avoid suspending Williamson Act subventions in
2010-11.

Supervisor Dave Goicoechea, Chairman of the Sierra County Board of Supervi-
sors provided his board’s March 2, 2010 formal resolution urging the Senate Local
Government Committee “to reaffirm the significant value of these [subvention]
programs to the preservation of agricultural land and open space in California.

R R AR R
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To promote the conservation, preservation and continued existence of open
space lands, the Legislature may define open space land and shall provide that
when this land is enforceably restricted, in a manner specified by the Legislature,
to recreation, the enjoyment of scenic beauty, use or conservation of natural re-
sources, or production of food or fiber, it shall be valued for property tax purposes
only on a basis that is consistent with its restrictions and uses.

California Constitution Article XIII §8
Originally added by Proposition 3 (1966)




The Williamson Act: Past, Present, Future?
A Legislative Oversight Hearing

On Wednesday, March 3, 2010, the Senate Local Government Committee held an
oversight hearing on the California Land Conservation Act of 1965 --- better
known as the Williamson Act. The hearing began promptly at 9:30 a.m. and con-
tinued until 11:40 a.m. Held in Room 112 of the State Capitol in Sacramento, the
Committee’s hearing attracted about 60 people.

Four of the five Committee members participated in the oversight hearing:
Senator Dave Cox, Committee Chair
Senator Christine Kehoe, Committee Vice Chair
Senator Sam Aanestad
Senator Curren D. Price, Jr.

Three other legislators joined the Committee members’ hearing:
Senator Lois Wolk
Assembly Member Anna Marie Caballero
Assembly Member Mariko Yamada

This report contains the staff summary of what happened at the Committee’s hear-
ing [see the white pages], reprints the Committee staff’s briefing paper [see the
blue pages), and reproduces the written materials provided by the speakers and
others [see the yellow pages).

Senate staff video-recorded the entire hearing and it is possible to purchase DVD
copies by calling the Senate TV and Video Program at (916) 651-1531. It’s on the
California Channel’s website: www.calchannel.com/channel/viewvideo/1099

STAFF FINDINGS

After reviewing the speakers’ presentations and written materials, and thinking
about the comments that the legislators made during their oversight hearing, the
Committee’s staff reached these findings:

e County officials, conservation groups, and landowners generally support the
Williamson Act’s voluntary contracts, the use-value property tax assess-
ments, and the state subventions to county governments.



e Governor Schwarzenegger’s near-elimination of the state subventions in
2009-10 makes it tough for counties to remain in Williamson Act contracts.

e Unless the Legislature restores the subventions in 2010-11 --- wholly or par-
tially --- more counties will follow Imperial County’s example and nonre-
new their Williamson Act contracts.

e If contract nonrenewals spread, it may be impossible to replace Williamson
Act contracts on millions of acres of agricultural and open space land.

o [egislators want to explore other revenue sources to replace the State Gen-
eral Funds to pay for the state subventions to counties.

e Some legislators want to consider statutory changes to the Williamson Act
that will focus attention on farm and ranch land of statewide importance.

e Some legislators worry about landowners who transfer or sell their water
rights from Williamson Act contracted land, making the property less pro-
ductive.

e Some legislators want to explore other long-term ways to preserve agricul-
tural and open space lands, possibly income tax relief for the landowners as
an alternative to use-value property tax relief.

OPENING REMARKS

After conducting the Committee’s regular business and passing three bills, Senator
Cox, the Committee Chair, turned to the Williamson Act topic. He noted that the
dramatic cut in direct state subventions to counties caused many to question the
state government’s commitment to the conservation of agricultural land and open
space. Just last week, the Senator reported, Imperial County’s board of supervisors
voted to nonrenew their Williamson Act contracts.

This oversight hearing will allow legislators to learn more about the Williamson
Act, Senator Cox stated, allowing them to speak up during other committee hear-
ings, budget debates, and in caucus meetings. The hearing is a chance to listen
closely to county officials, conservation groups, and landowners about the future of
the Williamson Act.



STAFF BRIEFING

Before the hearing, the legislators received a briefing paper, including suggested
questions for the speakers. The appendix reprints that paper. [See the blue pages.}

Committee consultant Peter Detwiler briefed the legislators about the Williamson
Act by taking apart the statute’s formal name, the California Land Conservation
Act of 1965, and describing each of those terms. “California is just like the rest of
the United States, only more so,” said Detwiler as he explained that the law simul-
taneously serves multiple goals. The state’s literal foundation is the “land,” and
the Act affects about one-third of all private, non-forested land in California. He
handed out two charts prepared by the State Department of Conservation which
showed how much Williamson Act contracted land was in each county and how
much the counties claimed in state subventions for 2007.

The term “conservation” in the law’s formal name was intentional, Detwiler said.
“It’s ‘conservation’ like Gifford Pinchot, not ‘preservation’ like John Muir.” Un-
der the Williamson Act, landowners “grudgingly give way” to development at re-
gional edges through nonrenewal, cancellation, and public acquisition. The “Act”
was a conscious adoption of three statutes covering the contracts, property reas-
sessments, and the subvention program.

The “1965” in the title is significant, Detwiler argued, because the law reflects the
historical, economic, and political context that existed 45 years ago. Referring to a
chart on pages 6 and 7 in the Committee’s briefing paper, Detwiler explained that
the Williamson Act predated robust land use planning and zoning practices, the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), local agency formation commis-
sions’ (LAFCOs) spheres of influence and municipal service reviews, alternative
easements, and the profound fiscal shifts caused by the Serrano decision and
Proposition 13. “Like any 45-year old,” said Detwiler, “The Williamson Act may
be having a mid-life crisis.”

THE SPEAKERS

The Committee invited nine people to speak, organized into three panels based on
their points-of-view: county officials, conservation groups, and landowners. Leg-
islators invited the speakers to provide written materials to supplement their brief
remarks. The witnesses whose names appear with an asterisk (*) provided written
materials. The appendix reprints the speakers’ materials. [See the yellow pages. |



Counties’ Reactions and Advice

The first panel consisted of county officials with considerable experience with the
Williamson Act:

Honorable Judy Case, County Supervisor*
County of Fresno

Susan Thompson, County Administrative Officer*
County of San Benito

Ted James, Planning Director*
County of Kern

Fresno County Supervisor Judy Chase spoke on behalf of the California State As-
sociation of Counties (CSAC), as well as her own county. She warned legislators
that another year without state subvention payments could be “the last straw” that
would cause counties to nonrenew their Williamson Act contracts. The Supervisor
presented the results of CSAC’s recent survey of its members which elicited re-
sponses from 23 counties. Although a majority indicated that they have continued
their contracts, the survey represents just a “snapshot in time.” Once counties non-
renew, she cautioned, it’s almost “impossible to reverse” those decisions. Continu-
ity is important, she said, asking legislators to “reinvest” in the program.

Answering a question from Senator Wolk, Chase said that Fresno could nonrenew
if the state government doesn’t resume its subventions. Senator Price asked how
Fresno County dealt with the loss of subventions. Chase explained that the $5.6
million in state subventions was small compared to her county’s $1.7 billion an-
nual budget, but the subventions were an important part of the County’s discretion-
ary revenues.

Declaring that “we are ready to work with you,” San Benito County Administrative
Officer Susan Thompson told the legislators that the continuation of the William-
son Act is “critical for small counties.” Thompson said that she was speaking on
behalf of the Regional Council of Rural Counties, in addition to her own county.
While the loss of state subventions is a blow to rural counties’ budgets, the “bigger
message ... is that the Williamson Act is good policy” which is as relevant in 2010
as it was in 1965. While her county has not issued contract nonrenewals, it has
stopped accepting additional applications from landowners. With 76% of San



Benito County’s private land under contract, the program is important to keeping
both row crops and rangeland in production. Thompson gave the Committee two
examples of large development projects that County officials were able to deflect
because of its commitment to the Williamson Act. Senator Aanestad was inter-
ested in the state subventions’ effects on the County’s budget.

Speaking for the California County Planning Directors’ Association was Ted
James who is also Kern County’s Planning Director. Williamson Act contracts
help counties discourage “leapfrog development,” he said, demonstrating the state
law’s “on the ground effectiveness.” While the County’s general plan and zoning
ordinance are “in my arsenal” to shape development patterns, James said that those
tools are only as good as the county supervisors’ political will. The Act “has more
teeth for me” because of the contracts’ self-renewing obligations. The Williamson
Act contracts plus the County’s use of CEQA, mitigation requirements, subdivi-
sion standards, and LAFCO decisions help retain land in agricultural use. He gave
the legislators a recent example of how the Kern County LAFCO turned down the
City of Bakersfield’s attempt to annex land because of the development pressures
that it would have created.

Conservation Organizations’ Reactions and Advice

Having heard from county representatives about their interest in continuing Wil-
liamson Act contracts and state subventions, the Committee turned to conservation
groups for their perspective:

Brian Leahy, Division of Land Resource Protection*
State Department of Conservation

Edward Thompson, Jr., California Director*
American Farmland Trust

Michael B. Endicott, Resource Sustainability Advocate™*
Sierra Club - California

Brian Leahy is the State Department of Conservation’s Assistant Director who
manages the Division of Land Resource Protection. Half of California’s land area
is owned by the federal and state governments, with the remainder in private own-
ership. Leahy displayed a large California map and pointed out the grazing land in
yellow and irrigated farmland in green for the legislators. Ranching and farming



may be the “highest-and-best-use” for these soils, although perhaps not the most
economical. With the development pressures expected over the next 40 years,
there’s “not a lot of land left” for other uses, Leahy explained. Calling the Wil-
liamson Act a “very effective” program, he said that the contracts are “the excuse’
that allow local officials to say “no” to development.
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Senator Aanestad told Leahy that “it’s your fault” that the subventions disap-
peared in 2009-10. Echoing the hearing’s subtitle, Senator Aanestad said that the
Williamson Act’s past has been “successful,” but he’s “very much concerned”
about the present, because the Administration seems to leave the future up to oth-
ers. The “state is not holding up its end of the bargain” in what should be a state-
local partnership, the Senator declared. We “can’t just leave the locals in the
lurch,” said the Senator, especially not the 12 rural counties in his Senate district.
Aanestad said he was “adamant” about the need to restore the subventions. When
the Senator asked about the likelihood of restoring the state subventions in 2010-
11, Leahy described the Administration’s reasoning for cutting the subventions and
replied that he doesn’t “see any reason for that logic to change.”

Senator Wolk claimed that the Administration doesn’t care about the program.
She asked Leahy if there are funding sources for state subventions other than the
State General Fund and if statutory changes should tighten up on compatible uses,
including regulating water transfers. Leahy said that it was “not our place to com-
ment” on water transfers, but selling permanent water rights affects the long-term
productivity of Williamson Act contracted lands.

The California Director for the American Farmland Trust, Ed Thompson, told the
legislators that he wanted to make three points: (1) the Williamson Act is a bargain
for state taxpayers, (2) the Act needs significant improvements, and (3) legislators
need to do even more to effectively preserve farmland. Agriculture pays more in
taxes than it consumes in local public services, Thompson declared. He asked leg-
islators to think carefully about what a “Williamson Act version 2.0” might look
like because the tax relief is more important to ranchers than crop producers. The
pattern of land enrollment around cities is “pretty spotty,” causing him to question
whether tax incentives are sufficient to limit sprawl. Policy makers should look to
other states --- New York, Wisconsin, Michigan --- that offer “circuit breaker” in-
come tax relief to landowners. State income tax relief is fairly popular among lo-
cal officials in those states because they don’t have to fight for annual subventions.
Thomson called upon legislators to increase the state government’s investment in
agricultural conservation easements, noting that other states spend more than Cali-
fornia’s 11¢ a person. Conversely, local officials need to do better to “increase the



efficiency of development” because denser development patterns are the “most
important” way to conserve farmland. But the biggest hole in California’s pro-
grams is the “lack of clear, firm state policy” that favors farmland preservation.
That lack of policy direction “underlies our difficulty here” as California loses 75
square miles of agricultural land a year.

How does Wisconsin’s income tax circuit breaker program work, Senator Wolk
asked Thompson. He explained that if local property taxes go up, the state income
tax credits kick in, targeting tax relief to those who need it the most. Have other
states adopted farmland preservation goals, asked Assemblymember Yamada.
“California is a national leader in many areas, but not this one,” Thompson replied.
But, he noted, federal officials haven’t always followed their own 1981 law on
farmland preservation.

Michael Endicott is Sierra Club-California’s sustainability advocate, promoting
social, economic, and ecological values. Endicott told the legislators that he shares
Senator Wolk’s concerns about landowners who transfer their water rights away
from Williamson Act contracted land. Especially in coastal areas the Williamson
Act helps to reduce the pressures to convert agricultural land to other uses. Be-
cause the type of farming influences the ability to achieve sustainability goals, it’s
important to maintain the subvention program even in tough times, he said. As
legislators think about a “Williamson Act 2.0” they shouldn’t complicate the pro-
gram because “focus and prioritization is in order.” Endicott said that he had
“some concern” about the income tax approach advocated by AFT’s Ed Thompson
because he didn’t want the Legislature to encourage “hobbyist farmers” while try-
ing to protect real agriculture. As for other revenue sources to pay for the state
subventions, Endicott suggested looking into oil severance taxes and property
transfer taxes.

When Assemblymember Caballero asked Endicott to explain his concern about
the income tax relief approach and what she called boutique farms, he replied that
other states’ requirements may not fit California’s context. Besides, Endicott said,
boutique farmers have different interests than what he called “general farming.”

Senator Price asked Endicott about his recommendation to prioritize the state’s
goals. He replied that the “proof that the Williamson Act is a good act is that peo-
ple renew [their] contracts.” Continuing contracts shows that the landowners’
commitment to property is worth protecting. When it comes to agricultural pro-
duction, “the more stability the better,” Endicott said. Agricultural operations need
“big pockets” of land, not just little protected islands.



Landowners’ Reactions and Advice

For its final panel, the Committee invited representatives of landowners’ groups
that have used Williamson Act contracts:

Paul Wenger, President*
California Farm Bureau Federation

Jack Hanson, Treasurer™®
California Cattlemen’s Association

William H. Geyer, Executive Director*
Resource Landowners Coalition

Besides being the President of the California Farm Bureau Federation, Paul
Wenger is a Williamson Act landowner in the San Joaquin Valley. While Propo-
sition 13 helped landowners control their property taxes, those who bought agricul-
tural land after 1978 still face problems. They can afford to pay their property tax
bills, but they won’t have much return on investment. The Williamson Act helps
landowners reduce their tax bills even further, increasing their operating income.
Buyers who acquire adjacent agricultural land under “1031 exchanges” drive up
the price for the surrounding farmland. The result will be increased pressure for
development if the Williamson Act ends, Wenger explained. He told the legisla-
tors about his concerns about selling agricultural land for water transfers and buy-
ing ranches for recreational use. Land should be taxed on its productivity, he de-
clared. As much as 14.5 million acres have been under Williamson Act contracts
for at least 35 years, demonstrating the landowners’ commitment to conserving
their property.

What about compatible uses on Williamson Act contracted land, asked Senator
Wolk, specifically mentioning energy facilities that use solar and wind power.
Wenger explained that his standard is whether a nonagricultural use takes away the
land’s agricultural productivity. We “need to look at what the Act is all about,” he
said. What about an agricultural processing plant, Senator Work asked. Ifit’s an
“adjunct” to the agricultural use, that would be OK, but “it’s really degrees” of
compatibility, Wenger explained. He wants to encourage family farms to stay in
operation. What about water transfers, Senator Wolk asked. Should the Legisla-
ture prohibit the permanent transfer of water rights from Williamson Act con-
tracted land? Wenger said that legislators should “look at it pretty closely ... if a
permanent transfer harms agricultural productivity.”



When Assembly Member Yamada asked Wenger about his “barometer” of un-
derstanding among urban legislators, he replied that the Act’s supporters need to
explain the program in terms that legislators understand. “Everybody can under-
stand taxation based on value,” he said. The goal is to “keep the family on the
farm.”

Jack Hanson, the California Cattlemen’s Association’s Treasurer (and Sierra
County Supervisor), told legislators that he found common ground with many of
the previous speakers. “There are just a few givens,” he said: the Act has been
enormously successful, the Act’s future is in doubt without subventions, the Act is
a bargain, and if the Act disappears, some more development will occur. The pro-
gram is “not a subsidy or free lunch” for landowners because everybody gives up
something. Spending $39 million to replace counties’ revenue losses “is a bar-
gain,” he claimed. “It’s the money issue, I’'m sorry to say,” observed Hanson.
“The Williamson Act has definitely not outlived its usefulness,” he continued, and
it would be “very difficult” to continue ranching without the program.

Senator Cox asked Hanson if state law should treat ranchland differently than
cropland. Hanson explained that because of their different characteristics, ranch-
ing may be the best use of nonprime soils.

Bill Geyer, Executive Director of the Resource Landowners Coalition, was the
consultant to the Assembly Agriculture Committee and worked with Assemblyman
John Williamson on the original statute and the subsequent subvention program.
Geyer warned legislators that “you can’t have an on-again-off-again” subvention
program because the lack of certainty will discourage landowners and county offi-
cials. Although he would “love to be dissuaded” that subventions from the State
General Fund aren’t in trouble, he believes that they are. Geyer noted that many of
the questions on page 13 of the Committee’s briefing paper reflect the thinking that
he put into his client’s white paper on the Williamson Act. His group has hired
Vince Minto, the former Glenn County Assessor, to “crunch the numbers” and
analyze alternative funding sources. In the meantime, Geyer suggested that the
Legislature consider an interim relief program as a “bridge to the future.”

Can you “give us a hint” of some of these alternative revenue sources, asked Sena-
tor Aanestad. Geyer said four alternatives might generate as much as $10 million
each: (1) charging new fees on early termination of contracts, (2) using a “mixed
bag” of ideas, including fees on compatible uses that displace agricultural produc-
tion, (3) allowing counties to charge administrative fees, and (4) reducing subven-
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tion payments for substandard contracts. Senator Aanestad then asked when
Minto’s work would be ready and Geyer indicated that the project was just getting
underway with results still months away.

Senator Wolk mentioned her SB 715, which proposes Williamson Act reforms,
and noted the need to build consensus for changes.

Referring to her own AB 1965, Assembly Member Yamada asked Geyer about
the concept of proportional restoration of state subvention payments. He replied
that the concept should be under discussion, but there are “obviously different
voices among counties.”

Others’ Reactions and Advice

Following the three panels, Senator Cox invited public comments and two other
speakers share their views with the legislators:

Eric Carruthers, Citizens Advisory Council
Santa Clara County Open Space Authority

Pablo Garza
The Nature Conservancy

Eric Carruthers is a retired Santa Clara County planner who serves on the Santa
Clara County Open Space Authority’s Citizens Advisory Committee. He told the
legislators that the state government needs to find the means to keep the William-
son Act program intact. Echoing Ted James’ advice, he agreed that the Act com-
plements counties’ land use regulatory programs. He wanted to “re-enforce” the
Sierra Club’s position on the need to protect farming on the edges of coastal devel-
opment. He cited an American Farmland Trust study for San Francisco which
found that specialty crops are important in metropolitan areas. Climate action
change needs a local food supply, Carruthers concluded.

Speaking for the Nature Conservancy, Pablo Garza gave his strong support for the
Williamson Act because of its “effective, economical, environmental benefits.”
The state government needs to finance the subventions, he said.
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ADDITONAL ADVICE

In addition to the speakers at the oversight hearing, the Committee also received
written advice from six other sources:

41 signatories™
California Rangeland Conservation Coalition

10 signatories™
Sacramento/Capital Region Food System Collaborative

Honorable Simén Salinas, Chair*
Monterey County Board of Supervisors

Mike McKeever, Executive Director*
Sacramento Area Council of Governments

Amy L. White, Executive Director*
Land Watch Monterey County

Honorable Dave Goicoechea, Chairman*
Sierra County Board of Supervisors

The members of the California Rangeland Conservation Coalition submitted a
copy of their January 27, 2010 letter to Governor Schwarzenegger declaring their
distress at the proposal to continue elimination of the Williamson Act subvention
payments. The Coalition wrote that the “longer-term negative impacts vastly out-
weigh the [state’s] short-term budget savings.”

The Sacramento-based coalition known as the Food System Collaborative gave
the Committee a copy of its February 9, 2010 letter to Governor Schwarzenegger,
urging his Administration to restore the state’s Williamson Act subventions. They
wrote that “the region and the State will need the Williamson Act more than ever
in order to meet greenhouse gas emissions (GGE) reduction targets” called for by
AB 32 and SB 375.

In his February 23, 2010 letter to the Commiittee, Salinas County Supervisor
Simoén Salinas declared that the Williamson Act subventions have “provided a
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tangible incentive for local governments to stay in the program and initiate more
contracts.” He called for the subventions’ “eventual restoration.”

Mike McKeever, Executive Director of the Sacramento Area Council of Govern-
ments, sent the Committee a copy of his March 1, 2010 letter to Governor Schwar-
zenegger encouraging him to restore the Williamson Act subventions. McKeever
wrote that “to not fund them threatens AB 32 and SB 375 implementation.”

On March 2, 2010, Land Watch Monterey County Executive Director Amy White
wrote to the Committee, enclosing a copy of a February 1 joint letter to Governor
Schwarzenegger urging him to avoid suspending Williamson Act subventions in
2010-11.

Supervisor Dave Goicoechea, Chairman of the Sierra County Board of Supervi-
sors provided his board’s March 2, 2010 formal resolution urging the Senate Local
Government Committee “to reaffirm the significant value of these [subvention]
programs to the preservation of agricultural land and open space in California.
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To promote the conservation, preservation and continued existence of open
space lands, the Legislature may define open space land and shall provide that
when this land is enforceably restricted, in a manner specified by the Legislature,
to recreation, the enjoyment of scenic beauty, use or conservation of natural re-
sources, or production of food or fiber, it shall be valued for property tax purposes
only on a basis that is consistent with its restrictions and uses.

California Constitution Article XIII §8
Originally added by Proposition 3 (1966)







The Williamson Act: Past, Present, Future?
A Legislative Oversight Hearing

This briefing paper prepares the members of the Senate Local Government Com-
mittee for their March 3, 2010 oversight hearing on the Williamson Act.

With 16.6 million acres under Williamson Act contracts, the statute affects about
half of California’s farmland. That’s nearly one-third of all private real estate.
These voluntary contracts between landowners and local officials stretch from ur-
banism’s edges to the far reaches of the most rural counties. Fifty-three of the 58
counties have land under contract. Alpine, Del Norte, Inyo, San Francisco, and
Yuba counties are the exceptions. Since 1972-73, the State General Fund has paid
about $875 million as direct subventions to the participating county governments.

Despite the law’s broad application, the 2009-10 State Budget all but eliminated
the State General Fund’s direct subventions to counties for this 45-year old effort.
Landowners, conservation groups, and county officials now question the state gov-
ernment’s commitment to conserving farmland and open space.

The March 3 hearing is an opportunity for the five Senators who serve on the Sen-
ate Local Government Committee to review the California Land Conservation Act
of 1965. When the future of the Williamson Act comes up in other policy commit-
tees, during debates over the State Budget, and in closed caucuses, other legislators
can turn for advice to Senators Cox, Kehoe, Aanestad, Price, and Wiggins.

How It Works

What most call the Williamson Act is the result of three interlocking statutes:

The California Land Conservation Act of 1965 (“Williamson Act”) al-
lows landowners to contract with counties to conserve their properties as
farmland and open space (Government Code §51200, et seq.).

Mandatory property tax reassessments for the lands that are enforceably
restricted to open space uses (California Constitution Article XIII §8; Reve-
nue & Taxation Code §421, et seq.).

Open space subventions paid by the State General Fund to counties for the
Williamson Act contracted lands (Government Code §16140, et seq.).



Land in agricultural production and other open space uses are eligible for William-
son Act contracts. Landowners and counties can voluntarily sign ten-year con-
tracts that automatically renew annually, so that a contract’s termination date is al-
ways a decade away. The Farmland Security Zone program within the Williamson
Act allows landowners to sign 20-year contracts, resulting in lower property tax
assessments and more protection for their agricultural and open space lands.

It is relatively difficult to end a Williamson Act contract, but there are five main
methods:
e Nonrenewal: contracts run out over the next nine years.
e C(Cancellation: contracts can end immediately if counties make findings and
landowners pay penalties.
e Rescission: contracts end when other programs protect the land.
e Public acquisition: contracts end when agencies buy or condemn the land.
o Annexation: contracts may end when certain cities annex the lands.

While their lands are subject to Williamson Act contracts, landowners give up the
right to develop their farms, ranches, and open space lands. In return, counties
must reassess the contracted lands to reflect these enforceable restrictions. County
assessors rely on clear constitutional authority and complicated statutory formulas
to determine “use value” preferential tax assessments for the contracted lands.

The State General Fund pays direct subventions to counties (and a few cities) to
replace the property tax revenues that the local governments forgo because of the
preferential tax assessments. The subvention payments for prime agricultural land
are higher than subventions for nonprime land. The State General Fund also pays
indirect subventions to school districts to replace all of the property tax revenues
that schools lose because of the lower property tax assessments on the Williamson
Act contracted lands.

State Policies, State Programs

California’s efforts to conserve agricultural and open space lands rely on constitu-
tional and statutory foundations, but also need the willing cooperation of the af-

fected landowners and county officials. Underlying the subventions and contracts
is the language added to the California Constitution by Proposition 3 (1966). This
briefing paper reprints the key language in the box on the Table of Contents page.



Government Code §51220: Williamson Act’s Statement of Legislative Intent

51220. The Legislature finds:

(a) That the preservation of a maximum amount of the limited supply of ag-
ricultural land is necessary to the conservation of the state’s economic resources,
and is necessary not only to the maintenance of the agricultural economy of the
state, but also for the assurance of adequate, healthful and nutritious food for future
residents of this state and nation.

(b) That the agricultural work force is vital to sustaining agricultural produc-
tivity; that this work force has the lowest average income of any occupational
group in this state; that there exists a need to house this work force of crisis propor-
tions which requires including among agricultural uses the housing of agricultural
laborers; and that such use of agricultural land is in the public interest and in con-
formity with the state's Farmworker Housing Assistance Plan.

(c) That the discouragement of premature and unnecessary conversion of ag-
ricultural land to urban uses is a matter of public interest and will be of benefit to
urban dwellers themselves in that it will discourage discontiguous urban develop-
ment patterns which unnecessarily increase the costs of community services to
community residents.

(d) That in a rapidly urbanizing society agricultural lands have a definite
public value as open space, and the preservation in agricultural production of such
lands, the use of which may be limited under the provisions of this chapter, consti-
tutes an important physical, social, esthetic and economic asset to existing or pend-
ing urban or metropolitan developments.

(e) That land within a scenic highway corridor or wildlife habitat area as de-
fined in this chapter has a value to the state because of its scenic beauty and its lo-
cation adjacent to or within view of a state scenic highway or because it is of great
importance as habitat for wildlife and contributes to the preservation or enhance-
ment thereof.

(f) For these reasons, this chapter is necessary for the promotion of the gen-
eral welfare and the protection of the public interest in agricultural land.




Building on that constitutional foundation, the Williamson Act contains very clear
legislative findings, as reprinted on page 3.

In addition to these constitutional and statutory provisions, a collaboration among
landowners, county governments, and state officials implements the Williamson
Act to achieve at least five very broad policy goals:

e Promoting food security by protecting the land base.

e Encouraging agricultural support industries.

e Complementing regulatory efforts to curb sprawl.

e Avoiding costly public facilities and public services.

e Promoting environmental quality and resource values.

Other state laws contain links to Williamson Act contracted land:

The Planning and Zoning Law requires county and city general plans to
identify agricultural and open space lands in their land use, conservation, and open
space elements. Further, 33 counties and 21 cities report adopting optional agricul-
tural elements as part of their state-mandated general plans.

The Subdivision Map Act prohibits county supervisors and city councils
from approving the subdivision of Williamson Act contracted lands if the resulting
parcels would be too small to sustain their agricultural use, or if the subdivision
would result in residential development that wasn’t incidental to commercial agri-
cultural production.

The Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act gener-
ally prohibits a local agency formation commission (LAFCO) from placing Wil-
liamson Act contracted lands within the sphere of influence of a city or special dis-
trict that provides sewers, nonagricultural water, or streets. State law also prohibits
a LAFCO from annexing contracted land to those cities and districts.

The Community Redevelopment Law prohibits local officials from including
Williamson Act contracted lands in redevelopment project areas.

Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the formal state regulations that inter-
pret the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), require public officials
who conduct an initial study for a proposed development to determine whether the
project would conflict with a Williamson Act contract.



The Past: An Historical Sketch

After efforts to preserve open space and agricultural land suffered discouraging de-
feats, in 1963 the Assembly created an interim committee and an expert advisory
group to develop an acceptable solution. The result was AB 2117 (Williamson,
1965) which enacted the California Land Conservation Act of 1965. In 1967, the
Legislature added the title “Williamson Act” to honor the statute’s author, Assem-
blyman John C. Williamson who represented Kern County from 1959 to 1966.

Based on a chronology prepared by University of California researchers, Table 1
on pages 6 and 7, traces the Williamson Act’s key historical milestones and shows
other related actions in italics.

Statutory evolution. Like all statutory programs, the Williamson Act reflects the
economic and political conditions that existed when the Legislature passed the
statute. Similarly, statutory amendments and program adjustments over the last 45
years reflect continually changing conditions and concerns. When legislators cre-
ated the Williamson Act in 1965, the Planning and Zoning Law already mandated
counties and cities to adopt general plans, but the statute required only three ele-
ments: land use, circulation, and housing. Legislators didn’t add the requirements
for the conservation and open space elements until 1970. That year, the Legisla-
ture also passed the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Bills passed in
1971 adopted the vertical consistency requirement, requiring local zoning and sub-
division decisions to be consistent with county and city general plans. Also in
1971, legislators told the local agency formation commissions (LAFCOs) to adopt
policy documents called spheres of influence to guide development away from
open space lands. Proposition 13 (1978) fundamentally changed how counties as-
sess property tax values. The state government lacked a reliable way to track agri-
cultural acreage until the 1982 bill that created the Farmland Mapping and Moni-
toring Program within the California Department of Conservation.

Other approaches. The Williamson Act is not the only statutory program that al-
lows landowners to voluntarily conserve agricultural, open space, and other re-
source lands. The Open-Space Easement Act of 1974, the 1979 conservation
easement law, and the 1995 California Farmland Conservancy Program Act all rely
on voluntary easements to protect land resources. In addition, the California Tim-
berland Productivity Act of 1982 uses landowners’ contracts to trigger the prefer-
ential property tax assessments, similar to the Williamson Act’s approach.




Table 1: Key Milestones in the Williamson Act’s History

1965 AB 2117 (Williamson) creates the California Land Conservation Act.

Legislature requires the equalization of local property tax assess-
ments, resulting in higher property tax bills on rural lands.

1966 Proposition 3 amends the California Constitution to allow for the
preferential assessment of open space lands.

1967 Legislature adopts the capitalization of income method for assessing
contracted lands.

1967-70 Bills expand the definition of the lands that are eligible for contracts.

1969 Legislature allows contract cancellations, but requires county officials
to make findings and landowners to pay cancellation fees.

1970 Legislature passes the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

Legislature requires counties and cities to include conservation
elements and open space elements in their general plans.

1971 Legislature creates the state subvention program.

Legislature requires county and city zoning and subdivision decisions
to be consistent with their general plans.

1974 Legislature authorizes open space easements.

1976 Legislature changes subventions to eliminate direct payments to
schools and to emphasize urban prime lands.

Legislature begins to equalize school funding after Serrano decision.

Legislature creates Timber Preserve Zones, starting the transfer of
timberland out of Williamson Act contracts.

1978 Proposition 13 amends the California Constitution to roll back the
full cash value of property assessments and to limit reassessments.



1979

1981

1982

1984

1987

1988

1989

1993

1994

1995

1996

1998

2008

2009

Legislature caps contracted lands’ assessments to their Proposition
13 assessments.

Legislature authorizes conservation easements.

California Supreme Court limits contract cancellations to “extra-
ordinary” situations. Legislature adopts tighter cancellation rules.

Legislature allows counties to limit contracted lands’ assessments to
70% of their Proposition 13 assessments.

Legislature creates the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program.
Legislature limits the subdivision of contracted lands.

Legislature codifies fair market value as the basis for computing
landowners’ cancellation fees.

Department of Conservation starts its audit program.
Department of Conservation publishes Land in the Balance.
Legislature triples the state subventions for contracted land.
Legislature creates specific standards for compatible uses.

Legislature authorizes agricultural conservation easements, now
called the California Farmland Conservancy Program.

Proposition 218 amends the California Constitution to limit local
taxes, assessments, and fees.

Legislature creates Farmland Security Zones within the Williamson
Act with longer contracts, lower assessments, and other protections.

Legislature reduces the state subventions for contracted land by 10%.

Governor cuts the state subventions for contracted lands to $1,000.

Source: Based on Land in the Balance (1989)



Statewide review. Land in the Balance was the state government’s most compre-
hensive look at the Williamson Act. The University of California’s Agricultural
Issues Center reviewed the law and its implementation, and the California Depart-
ment of Conservation published the results in December 1989. Although more
than two decades old, Land in the Balance remains a valuable resource for policy
advisors and the decision makers they serve.

The UC researchers estimated a $12 billion difference between the restricted and
unrestricted assessed valuations on Williamson Act contracted land in 1988-89.
The general funds of the (then) 48 participating counties received about $44.5 mil-
lion less in property tax revenues than they would have without the Williamson
Act contracts. Special districts and other county funds received about $16.4 mil-
lion less; K-14 school districts about $59.4 million less. The State General Fund
replaced the schools’ foregone revenues. In 1988-89, the $14.5 million in direct
state subventions covered about a third of the counties’ foregone revenues, al-
though there were county-by-county variations.

Since Land in the Balance, both the state-local fiscal relationship and the open
space subvention program have changed in significant ways. The Educational
Revenue Augmentation Fund (ERAF) shifts that began in 1992-93 moved property
tax revenues from cities, counties, special districts, and redevelopment agencies to
favor the schools and the State General Fund. The state government significantly
increased its direct subvention payments to county governments, starting in 1992.

Because of these important changes, it’s impossible to extrapolate from the 1989

findings in Land in the Balance to reach detailed conclusions about the Williamson
Act’s 2010 fiscal effects on counties and school districts.

The Present: Where We Are

In 2007, the last year for which the California Department of Conservation has
published its data, 16,565,519 acres were under Williamson Act contracts.

Of those 16.6 million acres, 15.6 million acres were eligible for open space sub-
vention payments from the State General Fund to county governments. Local offi-
cials claimed $37,737,344 in direct General Fund subventions, of which nearly
60% went to San Joaquin Valley counties. Table 2 on page 9 reports the 10 coun-
ties with the highest subventions.



Table 2: Top 10 Subvention Counties (2007)

1. Fresno $5,270,408 6. Stanislaus $1,466,943
2. Kern $4,733,094 7. Merced $1,429,352
3. Tulare $3,411,417 8. Yolo $1,283,038
4. Kings $2,681,127 9. Madera $1,246,397
5. San Joaquin $1,908,313 10. San Luis Obispo $1,088,726

Source: California Department of Conservation

Other facts from this 2007 statistical snapshot can help legislators appreciate how
landowners and county officials use the Williamson Act:

Contract nonrenewals covered 535,372 acres.

¢ Landowners and officials successfully cancelled contracts on 1,788 acres.
e Public agencies terminated contracts when they acquired 14,901 acres.

o C(ities annexed 481 acres.

These data shifted over time as the Williamson Act gained acceptance among in-
creasing numbers of landowners and counties. Economic pressures --- commodity
prices, energy and labor costs, global competition, land speculation, development
pressures --- influenced participation rates. The behavior of landowners and
county officials also changed in response to changes in state law. For example,
historical records show that in the first two years after the Legislature passed the
Williamson Act, counties had signed contracts affecting only 200,000 acres. By
1970-71, about 6.2 million acres were under contract. Five years later (1975-76),
with the advent of state subvention payments, 14.4 million acres were subject to
Williamson Act contracts.

Subvention payments grew as landowners signed more contracts and the state gov-
ernment increased the subvention formulas. In 1972-73, the first year for the sub-
vention program, the State General Fund paid about $8.8 million to county gov-
ernments and some cities. By 1990-91, the direct subventions were $13.6 million,
reflecting the additional acreage under contracts. When the Legislature changed
the subvention formulas after the ERAF shifts, payments climbed. In 2005-06, the
direct subventions were about $38.7 million.

Skepticism. As the State General Fund faces a profound structural imbalance be-
tween expenditures and revenues, some have questioned the wisdom of the sub-
vention program. When Governor Schwarzenegger’s proposed 2003-04 Budget
wanted to save about $39 million by ending the state subvention payments, the
Legislative Analyst’s Office instead recommended a ten-year phase-out.
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The LAO has been generally skeptical of the Williamson Act’s benefits. In 2004,
the LAO restated its two main concerns about the subventions’ effectiveness:

The state exercises no control over the specific land parcels that are put un-
der contract, and as such, cannot ensure that participating lands are in fact at
risk in terms of development pressures. As a consequence, it is likely that
some lands under contract would not be developed even absent the William-
son Act subventions. As a result, a portion of the tax reduction may result in
no behavioral change by the landowner at all.

If such development pressures should occur, this results in creating incen-
tives for the landowner to cancel or not renew the contract... As a conse-
quence, the program may not result in permanent changes to land use pat-
terns but simply delay for a relatively short period of time the development
of open space and agricultural lands.

Budget cuts. The first cuts came in 2008-09 when legislators passed and Governor
Schwarzenegger signed AB 1389 (Assembly Budget Committee, 2008), a State
Budget “trailer bill” that ordered the State Controller to reduce the counties’ open
space subventions by 10%. When it passed the 2009-10 State Budget, the Legisla-
ture further reduced the state subventions to $27.8 million. Exercising his constitu-
tional authority, Governor Schwarzenegger all but eliminated the direct subven-
tions to counties, slashing the annual appropriation to a mere $1,000.

Reactions. Although agricultural groups and county officials knew about the ear-
lier skepticism, many were shocked by the immediate severity of this year’s cut.
Landowners, conservation groups, and county officials openly questioned the state
government’s commitment to conserving farmland and open space.

Newspaper articles last fall reported that some counties stopped accepting and ap-
proving landowners’ applications for new Williamson Act contracts. Other coun-
ties continued to sign new contracts, but expressed wariness about the subvention
program’s long-term future. A few counties began to explore nonrenewing their
existing contracts, which would trigger higher property assessments. On February
23, the Imperial County Board of Supervisors voted to nonrenew its contracts.

At its March 3 oversight hearing, the Committee may wish to consider asking
county officials how they are reacting to the subvention cuts:
& Have county supervisors nonrenewed existing Williamson Act contracts?
@ [f so, which counties, how many contracts, and how many acres?
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& Have more landowners than usual filed notices of nonrenewal?
& Have more landowners than usual applied for cancellations?

@ Have county supervisors stopped signing new Williamson Act contracts?
& [f so, in which counties?

& What are the 2009-10 fiscal effects on counties’ budgets?
& How have counties responded to this year’s loss of subventions?

The Future: What Comes Next?

The March 3 oversight hearing gives Senators the chance to explore the future of
the Williamson Act with county officials, conservation groups, and landowners’
representatives. As they think about the future of the Williamson Act, legislators
may wish to consider asking the speakers about these topics:

Statewide benefits. Over the last 45 years, landowners, conservation groups, and
county officials have claimed at least five statewide benefits of conserving produc-
tive agricultural land and open space under the Williamson Act:

e Promoting food security by protecting the land base.
Encouraging agricultural support industries.
Complementing regulatory efforts to curb sprawl.
Avoiding costly public facilities and public services.
Promoting environmental quality and resource values.

@ Are these five statewide benefits still important and valuable?

@ Should legislators recognize additional statewide benefits?

& Can the Williamson Act help achieve the goals set by AB 32 (2006)?

@# Can the Williamson Act help achieve the goals set by SB 375 (2008)?

@ Can the Williamson Act help achieve the goals for water conservation
and protecting the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta?

Land base. The Williamson Act recognizes “prime agricultural land,” based on its
soil quality, water availability, livestock carrying capacity, and commercial pro-
ductivity. The Act also defines open space use and compatible uses.

@ After 45 years, are these statutory definitions still valid?

& Should legislators refocus the Williamson Act on other land categories?

& Should the Act treat cropland, rangeland, and habitat land differently?
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@ Are the state and local definitions of compatible uses adequate to avoid
interference with commercial agriculture and open space uses?

& Should legislators expect pressure from alternative energy producers
(solar, wind, biogas) to broaden the compatible use definition?

Tax relief. The Williamson Act relies on preferential property tax assessments to
encourage landowners to voluntarily promote statewide policy goals. Preferential
assessments reduce property tax revenues which, in turn, trigger direct and indirect
subventions from the State General Fund. Property tax relief helps landowners
stay in business, especially ranchers.
& Should the Legislature explore other forms of tax relief that could achieve
the same statewide policy goals?
& Would state income tax credits be adequate economic incentives for
private landowners to preserve agricultural and open space lands?
& Would counties and school districts prefer to receive property tax
revenues rather than state subvention payments?
@& Should state income tax credits be proportional to landowners’ income?
@ Should legislators link a landowner’s eligibility for state income tax
credits to land, water, and energy conservation practices?
& Should legislators offer state income credits to landowners in every
county or should legislators require counties to adopt programs to
promote agriculture and open space before landowners are eligible?

Contracts. The term for a standard Williamson Act contract is 10 years, automati-
cally renewing annually. Farmland Security Zone contracts run for 20 years, offer
better protection from development, and require higher cancellation fees.
@ Are there statutory obstacles that discourage landowners and counties
from signing voluntary contracts?
& What is the state government's role in supervising and enforcing
Williamson Act contracts between landowners and county governments?
& Should the Legislature close the Williamson Act to new contracts,
encouraging landowners and counties to sign Farmland Security Zone
contracts instead?

Terminations. The California Supreme Court said that the constitutionality of
preferential property tax assessments depends on enforceable restrictions on agri-
cultural and open space uses. Nevertheless, there have been controversies over
how contracts terminate: nonrenewals, cancellations, rescissions, public agency
acquisitions, and city annexations.
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# Are the cancellation fees and findings adequate to discourage speculative
investments and development pressures on contracted lands?

# Are there adequate safeguards to discourage public agency acquisition of
Williamson Act contracted lands for non-agricultural use? Habitat use?

County programs. If the Legislature is unlikely to restore subventions to replace
lost property tax revenues, some counties may wish to consider running their own
land conservation programs. Some have talked about a “Williamson Act 2.0.”
& Should legislators pass an alternative law, without state subventions,
that allows counties and landowners to agree on enforceable land use
restrictions to obtain lower property assessments?

Subventions. Until recently, the State General Fund invested nearly $40 million a
year in direct subventions to counties; more in indirect subventions to schools.

@ [s the state government likely to restore the counties’ direct subventions?

& Are there alternatives to State General Fund revenues to pay for the
counties’ direct subventions?

& Should legislators earmark cancellation fee revenues as a partial source
of funding for county subventions?

& Should legislators increase cancellation fees to recover the landowners’
historical property tax benefits?

& Should legislators impose termination fees on public agencies’ acquis-
tions? Should the termination fees be similar to the cancellation fees?

& Should legislators impose fees when cities annex land and terminate the
contracts? Should these termination fees be similar to cancellation fees?

& Should legislators earmark material breach penalty fee revenues as a
partial source of funding for county subventions?

& Should legislators charge annual fees on “compatible uses” that displace
agricultural production or open space uses on contracted lands?

& Should legislators recapture some of the historical property tax benefits
that occur when contracted land changes ownership?

& Should legislators impose a state surcharge on local building permit fees
as a partial source of funding for county subventions?

& Should legislators impose a state mitigation fee on projects that convert
agricultural and open space land to new development?

& Are there other revenue streams that legislators should explore to fund
county subventions? Qil severance taxes? Tidelands leases? Credits for
carbon sequestration? Commercial agricultural marketing orders?
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APPENDIX C

TOTAL REPORTED ENROLLMENT (2007)
Total Reported Enroliment (Acres)

2007
Participating Local ] Farmland Security Zone* Agricultural Conservation Other
Jurisdicﬁins Land Conservation Act* Urban ~ Non-Urban & E Enforceable TOTAL
Prime | Nonprime ‘Prime | Nonprime Prime | Nonprime Prime | Nonprime Restriction
Alameda 2,459 133,066 - - - - - - - 135,525
Amador 5,230 88,554 - - - - N - - 93,783
Butte 109,711 106,171 - - - - - - - 215,882
Calaveras 566 133,891 - - - - - - 134,457
Colusa 65,857 194,355 15,881 699 40,380 2,378 - - - 319,551
Contra Costa 9,559 37,749 - - - - - - - 47,308
El Dorado 2,252 32,634 - - 5 180 - - - 35,071
Fresno 985,729 485,480 - - 25,612 3,482 - - - 1,500,303
Glean 61,537 265,749 13,417 500 73,114 2,226 - - - 416,544
Humboldt 4,661 195,495 - - 236 31 - - - 200,422
Imperial 131,273 4,464 . - . - - - 135,737
Kem 628,962 919,117 25,176 - 133,751 - 1,707,006
Kings 282,278 111,621 28,851 227 i 245,499 10,642 - - - 679,118
Lake 5,815 44,061 - . - - - - - 49,876
Lassen 16,036 287,280 546 34 11,189 7,734 - - - 322,819
Los Angeles - - - - - - - - 40,031 40,031
Madera 205,468 276,514 12,935 362 41,593 2,091 328 - - 539,250
Marin 1,636 84,951 - - 290 16,772 - - - 103,649
Mariposa - 205,342 - - - - - - - 205,342
Mendocino 34,758 463,171 - - - - - - - 497,929
Merced 250,014 200,749 - - - - - - 450,763
Modoc 16,070 100,919 - - - - - - - 116,989
Mono 13,310 - . - . . - - - 13,310
Monterey 61,397 668,108 12,620 1.695 11,486 5,477 - 2,613 763,396
Napa 18,294 51,884 - - - - - - - 70,178
Nevada 3,349 804 - - . - - - 2,485 6,638
Orange 285 7,849 - - - B - - - 8,134
Placer 15,188 27,414 - . - - - - - 42,601
Plumas 5,576 72,824 - - 1,160 3,435 - - - 82,996
Riverside 52,825 6,601 - - - - 255 214 - 59,895
Sacramento 88,771 98,331 - - - - - - - 187,102
San Benito 52,529 530,993 - - - - - - - 583,522
San Bemardino 2,247 2,402 - - - - - - - 4,649
San Diego 4,840 57,214 - - - - - - - 62,054
San Joaquin 333,697 143,522 15,026 79 34,584 10,531 - - 537,439
San Luis Obispo 87,584 706,162 462 67 55 64 - - - 794,394
San Mateo - - - - - - - - - -
Santa Barbara 71,993 476,484 - - 133 170 1,996 - 550,777
Santa Clara 10,316 302,322 - - - - - - - 312,638
Santa Cruz 2,702 14,182 82 32 - 10 - 63 - 17,071
Shasta 23,166 164,018 - - - - - - - 187,184
Sierra 1,919 34,620 - 773 - 2,904 - - - 40,216
Siskiyou 91,232 319,760 - - - - - - - 410,992
Solano 118,555 146,710 - - - - 1,601 1,979 - 268,845
Sonoma 42,321 230,937 - - - - - - - 273,258
Stanislaus 290,971 400,076 - - - - - - 691,048
Sutter 49,860 13,162 - - - - - - - 63,022
Tehama 50,829 737,818 2,655 2,467 1,190 5,044 - - - 800,003
Trinity 21,805 231 - - - - - - - 22,035
Tulare 573,105 513,565 11,132 50 - - - - 686 1,098,538
Tuolumne 119,932 - - - . - - - - 119,932
Ventura 46,653 79,459 1,547 661 426 248 - - - 128,993
Yolo 242,176 173,798 158 1 - - 200 7 - 416,340
Cities
Camarillo 75 1 - . - - - - - 76
Hayward - 384 - - - - - - - 384
Menlo Park - - - - - - - - - -
Newark - - - - - - - - - -
Palo Alto 149 17 - - - - - - - 466
Peris - - - - - - - - - -
Redlands - - - - - - - - - -
Totals
Counties 5,317,297 10,352,582 140,488 7,647 620,702 73,250 2,553 4,259 45,815 16,564,593
Cities 224 702 - - - - - - - 926
Grand Totals 5,317,521 10,353,284 140,488 7,647 620,702 73,250 2,553 4,259 45,815 16,565,519

*Totals include both continuing term and nonrenewal contracts.
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APPENDIX C

OPEN SPACE SUBVENTION PAYMENT (2007)
Open Space Subvention Act Payment Claims '

2007
Participating Local . Farmland Security Zone Agricultural Conservation Other
Jurisdictions Land Conservation Act Urban * Non-Urban = Easement Enforceable TOTAL
Prime | Nonprime Prime | Nonprime - Prime | Nonprime Prime i Nonprime | Restriction
Counties
Alameda [ $ 11,896 | $ 87,205 | § $ § - |8 - |3 5 - 1% - s 99,101
Amador [} $ 254451 8 8537213 - 3 $ 3 - 3 3 s - $ 110,818
Butte |1 § 542,799 | § 96,762 | § 3 M 3 - 3 3 - 3 $ 639,561
Calaveras i § 2,830 $ 127971 | § - 3 - 3 - $ - 3 $ 3 - $ 130,801
Colusa ||$ 3159021 % 154324 [ § 127,049 | 3 5,594 | 3 201,898 | 3 2378 | § - 3 - $ - 3 847,145
Contra Costa || § 33,225 | §$ 339303 - 3 $ 3 - 3 - 3 - $ 3 67,155
El Dorado |{$ 11,043 | § 30,625 § 3 5 2508 180 | $ $ - 3 ~ 3 41,874
Fresno [|$ 4,657,724 1 § 481,140 | § - 3 - 3 128,06¢ | 3 3482 % $ - $ 5 5,270,408
Glenn [I$ 301,260 | 8 264,288 | § 107,337 | § 4003183 365,570 | § 2,226 | % 3 3 - 3 1,044,684
Humboldt }} $ 2322113 192,578 | § - 3 3 1,178 | § 3113 3 3 3 217,007
Imperial [{$ 557,078 1 § 2,946 | § - $ 3 - 3 3 $ 3 $ 560,024
Kern j|$ 29724711 8 890,458 | § 200411 | § - b 668,755 | $ - 3 3 3 3 4,733,094
Kings {|$ 1,103,521 | § 106,845 | § 230805 | § 1,817 % 1,227,497 | § 10,642 1 8 3 3 $ 2,681,127
Lake 1§ 27,5551 § 41,101 | $ - 3 - 3 - 3 - 3 - $ 3 - 3 68,657
Lassen | $ 79,179 | § 285,663 | § 4,364 1 8 272 1§ 55945 | § 7,734 1 § 3 3 - 3 433,157
Los Angeles || $ - 18 - |3 - $ - 18 - $ - $ -~ i3 - $ 40,031 18 40,031
Madera ||$ 672,824 | § 256,441 | § 102,546 v$ 2,893 13 207963 | § 2,091 1§ 1,639 13 - $ s 1,246,397
Marin }$ 79871 % 83,951 | § - 3 - 3 1,45 | 3 16,772 | § - 3 - $ - $ 110,160
Mariposa {} § - 18 183,869 | § - |8 - 13 $ - 18 - 18 - |8 $ 183,869
Mendocino {|$ 173,280 | § 451228 1 § ~ 3 - $ $ - 3 $ - 3 - $ 624,508
Merced [} $ 1,228,884 | $§ 200,468 | § - 3 $ - 3 - M - $ - 3 3 1,429,352
Modoc || $ 80,348 | § 100,658 | § 3 $ - 3 - ) 3 - 3 - 3 181,006
Mono {|$ 66,548 | § - |8 - |8 - |8 -8 - |3 $ $ - s 66,548
Monterey |3 126,641 | $ 655917 | $ 100,964 | § 13,559 | § 57,430 | § 5477 | § 3 3 2338 | § 962,326
Napa || 48,065 | $ 44,220 | § - 3 3 - 3 3 3 - 3 - $ 92,285
Nevada 1% 16,344 | § 29918 - 3 3 $ $ - 3 3 23158 18,958
Orange |$ 157 1% 194 | § - b $ - $ - $ - $ - 3 $ 35t
Placer |} $ 24399 | § 17,390 | § - 3 b - 3 1,323 | § - $ - 3 $ 43,112
Plumas || $ 27,850 | $ 66,523 | $ 3 $ 5,800 [ $ 34358 - $ - 3 3 103,609
Riverside || $ 200,631 | § 5,801 1§ - 3 $ - $ - $ 1,275 | 8 214§ $ 207,921
Sacramento |} $ 438,220 | § 88,853 | § - 3 $ - 3 3 - $ - 3 - $ 527,073
San Benito |} $ 237955 [ 8 524,809 | $ - $ S $ - $ $ - $ 3 762,764
San Bemardino {|$ 10,258 | § 1,493 | $ $ $ - s - s - s $ 1,752
San Diego || $ 23,390 | $ 56,574 | § - 1S - s P - | $ - |3 $ 79,964
San Joaquin § § 1,479,728 | § 124,294 | § 120,208 | § 632 | $ 172920 | § 10,531 | § 3 - 3 3 1,908,313
San Luis Obispo {| $ 399,609 | § 684,546 | 8 3,696 | 8 5368 275 | § 6418 $ - $ 3 1,088,726
San Mateo {| $ - |s - |3 $ 3 - 48 - |8 - 18 - |8 - |8 .
Santa Barbara || § 213,603 | § 420,782 3 - $ 666 | § . 3 849 | 3 1,996 | § 3 637,896
Santa Clara |} $ 45881 | § 295963 | § - $ - $ $ - $ $ - $ 3 341,843
Santa Cruz | § 6,556 | $ 13,558 | $ 653 | § 258 | § - 3 10(8 - $ 631§ - $ 21,097
Shasta I $ 115,830 | $ 163,803 | $ - 3 - $ - $ - 3 - 3 - $ - $ 279,632
Sierra || $ 9,595 | $ 33,237 | $ - 3 6,186 1 8 $ 2,904 | $ 3 - 3 - 3 51,922
Siskiyou I $ 454206 | $ 316,449 | § - $ - $ $ - 3 - 3 - s - $ 770,655
Solano ||$ 581850 | § 126,527 { § - 5 H $ 3 8,007 | $ 1979 | § - $ 718,362
Sonoma | § 211,606 | $ 227,385 | § - $ - 3 3 - $ - 3 - 3 - 3 438,990
Stanislaus || $ 110,751 | § 365,193 [ § - $ - |8 $ - $ $ - 3 - 3 1,466,943
Sutter S 2491428 13,162 | § - s - s - s - s $ N - s 262,304
Teharna || $ 198,625 | $ 710495 | $ 21,242 | § 19,735 | 8 5950 | 8 5044 | 8§ - $ - s - s 961,091
Trinity. || $ - $ 2180518 - $ - s . $ - $ - s - b3 - $ 21,805
Tulare || $ 2,827,269 | § 494,005 | $ 89,057 | $ 400 | $ - $ - $ - $ - 3 686 | $ 3,411,417
Tuolumne || $ - $ 107,097 | § - $ - $ - 3 - $ - $ - 3 - 3 107,097
Ventra i $ 230,627 | $ 77,141 | § 12376 | § 5286 1% 2,128 1% 248 | § - 3 - $ - s 327,805
Yolo § § 1,115072 | § 165,689 | § 1,265 | § 8 3 998 | § 718 - 3 1,283,038
Cities
Camarillo || $ 3758 11s - |3 S H 5 - 18 - 13 - |3 376
Hayward || $ H 384§ 3 3 3 $ - |3 - |3 - 18 384
Menlo Park {§ $ - 18 - 13 - 15 $ - $ $ - s - s - 3 -
Newark || § - 3 - 13 - 3 - $ 3 - 3 $ - 3 - 3 -
Palo Alto (| $ 7451 3 304 | 8 - 3 $ - 3 - $ $ - 3 - S 1,049
Perris || S - s - $ - s - 13 3 - ] - 3 - s ] -
Redlands [} § - s - $ - 3 - |8 $ - 3 - $ - $ - 3 -
Totals
Counties }§ 23289879 | § 10,021,026 {3 1,122972 | § 61,17813%  3,103511 | 8 74,573 | § 12,767 [ 3 4259 | $ 45369 | § 37,735,535
Cities }I $ 1,120} § 689 | $ - $ - $ - 3 - - 3 - 3 - 3 1,809
Grand Totals ||$ 23,290,999 | § 10,021,714 | 8§ 1,122972 | $ 61,178 (% 3,1035111 % 74573 | § 12,767 | § 4259 | § 45369 | § 37,737,344
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The Williamson Act: Past, Present, Future?
A Legislative Oversight Hearing -- Senate Local Government Committee
Wednesday, March 3, 2010, State Capitol, Room 112
Testimony of Fresno County Supervisor Judy Case on behalf of the California State Association
of Counties (CSAC)

Good morning and thank you, members of the committee. | am Judy Case, a member of the
Fresno County Board of Supervisors, and | am here today on behalf of the California State
Association of Counties (CSAC). | appreciate the opportunity to discuss with you the county

perspective on the past, present and future of the Williamson Act.

Counties recognize the importance of agriculture and its contribution to the state's economy. If
California is to continue as the leading agriculture state in the nation, our remaining viable
agricultural lands must be protected. One of the best tools available to ensure this status and
protection is the Williamson Act. While some may disagree we believe that this program has
allowed many farmers all over the state to keep their lands in agriculture production because their
property taxes are maintained at affordable rates. We also believe that without this incentive, the

pressure to sell their lands to developers will eventually become overwhelming.

While some may disagree we believe that this program has allowed many farmers all over the
state to keep their lands in agriculture production because their property taxes are maintained at
affordable rates. We conservatively estimate an economic multiplier of 3.5, although some
counties use higher multipliers. Fresno County agriculture (number one in the state and nation)
produced $5.66 billion in 2008 or $19.8 billion in our economy.

In 2007, Fresno County’s growers/ranchers had a Net Operating Loss of 42%. This is prior to the
economic downturn and the continuing impact of drought and water shortages. | can only
comment that in the last two years even more farmers experienced net operating losses. In 2008-
09, eight long-term packing houses closed their doors. Each of these facilities provided 250 — 400
jobs. Dairies have experienced major hardships. It is estimated as many as 50 dairies have shut
down. The unempioyment in Fresno County is currently 16.8%. Our rural cities are facing

unemployment as high as 41.3%. The agriculture industry is on the edge. County government,



as the administrator of the State program, is caught with a 10-to-20-year contract and no ability to

sustain the program without the State subvention.

| ' would also like to point out that other industries are impacted by production agriculture. For
example, the processed tomato industry moved approximately $87 million in trucking alone.
Approximately 40% of the total export value moving through the Port of Oakland is created by

agriculture.

As for the subventions, we strongly believe that the financial support from the state has provided a
tangible incentive for counties to stay in the program, initiate more contracts and continue to

provide valuable public services.

Unfortunately, the loss of state financial support for the program has resulted in the entire fiscal
responsibility falling to the counties. Similar to the State, counties are also being faced with
making tough decisions due to declining revenues and significant budget shortfalls. Another year
without this support from the state may be the last straw for some counties struggling to provide -

essential public services.

At the suggestion of this committee, CSAC conducted a survey of the counties regarding their
plans for addressing the loss of the Williamson Act subventions. A summary of the results are
attached to my written statement which has been distributed. As noted, the survey was sent to all
58 counties on February 19, 2010. CSAC and thus far received 23 responses from the following
counties: Alameda, Butte, Contra Costa, Fresno, Imperial, Kern, Kings, Lake, Lassen, Mariposa,
Monterey, Napa, Placer, San Benito, San Joaquin, San Mateo, Santa Barbara, Shasta, Sierra,
Siskiyou, Sonoma, Tehama and Yolo. We view these responses as “snap shots in time,” likely to

change and primarily dependent on the State and counties’ fiscal health.

While several of the responding counties indicated a willingness to hold the line last year, many
will be taking a second look at the program now that this appears to be more than a “one-year”
suspension. In general, the majority of respondents to the survey indicated that the loss of
subvention funding from the state has forced them to make cuts in other areas of their budget.
Many counties indicated that this is a short-term solution that is not sustainable at the local level.
Several counties have decided not to accept new Williamson Act contracts and few are

considering more serious steps, such as non-renewal of contracts and program termination. The



consensus from survey respondents indicates that counties are not in the fiscal position to fund

the program regardless of their commitment to the Williamson Act.

Beyond the agricultural and associated economic benefits of the Williamson Act, the
environmental rewards have been significant. Simply put, in many instances throughout
California, the Williamson Act has helped to curb urban sprawl.  As previously noted, when
farmers have the ongoing economic ability to continue keeping their land in production, the
incentive to sell is minimized. Not only has this kept thousands of acres of prime farmiand in
production, but it as ensured this land is maintained as open space — rather than new suburbs.
California has long been a leader in the environmental movement. With landmark legislation such
as AB 32, California has the obligation to do everything we can to reduce greenhouse gas

emissions. In a very direct way, the Williamson Act plays a role in this challenge.

Given the Act’s statewide benefits to the economy, agriculture, and the environment, it is our hope
that State leaders will demonstrate their commitment to the program by reinvesting in its long-term
success. As an organization, with a long history of supporting the program, CSAC is open to
looking at revisions to the Act that provide property owners greater incentives to continue
participation under the Act, as well as other reasonable legislative changes that preserve the
integrity of the Williamson Act and eliminate abuses resulting in unjustified and premature
conversions of contracted land for development. We are also certainly open to vetting other

funding and policy options with our members.

Thank you again for inviting us to participate in this important discussion.



Attachment One
County Williamson Act Survey Results
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Introduction

The California State Association of Counties (CSAC) was asked by the Senate Local
Government Committee (Committee) to help obtain information on the Williamson Act for a
special oversight hearing of the Committee. The hearing, Williamson Act: The Past, Present
& Future, is scheduled to take place on March 3, 2010 from 9:30am - 11:00am in
Sacramento.

Consequently, CSAC conducted a survey on county Williamson Act issues specifically
related to the lack of subvention funding to counties. The survey was sent to all 58 counties
on February 19, 2010. CSAC received 23 responses from the following counties: Alameda,
Butte, Contra Costa, Fresno, Imperial, Kern, Kings, Lake, Lassen, Mariposa, Monterey,
Napa, Placer, San Benito, San Joaquin, San Mateo, Santa Barbara, Shasta, Sierra,
Siskiyou, Sonoma, Tehama and Yolo. The brief survey contained basic questions related to
how counties are dealing with the cuts to Williamson Act subventions. The following is a
summary of responses received.

How is your county responding to the state’s failure to restore Williamson Act
subvention funding?

The majority of respondents to the survey indicated that they have continued to fund the
program in the 2009-2010 budget year despite the lack of subvention funding. However, the
majority of respondents also indicated that they are investigating options for the non-renewal
process and other longer term strategies to deal with a lack of subvention funding.

Nine counties, including Fresno, Imperial, Kings, Lake, San Benito, San Joaquin, Shasta,
Sonoma, and Yolo have indicated that they have stopped accepting any new Williamson Act
applications. Furthermore, imperial County Board of Supervisors voted recently to not
accept any new contracts and to not renew existing contracts, making them the first to begin
the non-renewal process as a direct result of the state budget cuts. Additionally, Lassen
County is initiating an economic study to investigate the potential impact of terminating the
entire program.

The consensus from respondents also suggested that counties continue to be in a “holding
pattern” with respect to making any type of decisions on the future of the program. With the
loss of subvention funding from just one budget year, the state has not clearly indicated if
this is a short-term solution or if the program will not be funded for a significant period of
time. One county clearly indicated that they will be considering cessation of the program if
the State continues to not appropriate subvention funds.

Is your county exploring any options or alternatives to the Williamson Act Program,
such as developing a local program?

The majority of respondents to the survey are not currently considering alternatives to the
Williamson Act Program. Several counties remarked that they have explored alternative
options, including a locally funded and administered program, but have found alternative
options not attractive enough to divest from the Williamson Act Program despite the
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uncertainty surrounding subvention funding. As mentioned in the response to the previous
question, counties remain in a holding pattern and are hesitant to dedicate scare resources
towards investigating alternative options until the future of the Williamson Act Program
becomes clearer.

If your county is continuing to fund the Williamson Act program, have you had to
make cuts to other programs? How are you dealing with the loss of subvention
funds?

Counties have indicated a variety of different ways in which they are handling the lack of
subvention funding. Several counties are making cuts to other programs and services as a
result of the need to backfill the program.

Tehama County detailed the loss of over $800,000 in subvention funding and how it directly
affects their general fund revenues. As a result, Tehama County has made staff reductions
and other program cuts to deal with the loss. San Benito County detailed how the loss of
subvention funding combined with the deterioration of property tax revenues and slumping
sales taxes has caused their County to eliminate positions, lay off employees and to tap into
reserve funds. Kern County also described a loss of $4.6 million in subvention funding and
its ripple effect on the County’s ability to provide other services. Siskiyou County described
how the lack of subvention funding has had a direct impact to their general fund as their
budget reserves have been depleted. '

The majority of respondents are making cuts in their respective budgets to absorb the cut to
subvention funding. In addition, all respondents emphasized the importance of the program
to their respective communities and the dramatic impact that continued cuts to the program
would have on counties, agriculture and the environment.
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California Government Code §56300(a)

"It is the intent of the Legislature that each commission, not
later than January 1, 2002, shall establish written policies and
procedures and exercise its powers pursuant to this part in a
manner consistent with those policies and procedures and that
encourages and provides planned, well-ordered, efficient urban
development patterns with appropriate consideration of preserving

open-space and agricultural lands within those patterns.” [Emphasis

added]

California Public Resources Code §30242

*All other lands suitable for agricultural use shall not be
converted to nonagricultural uses unless (1) continued or renewed
agricultural use is not feasible, or (2) such conversion would
preserve prime agricultural land or concentrate development
consistent with Section 30250. Any such permitted conversion shall

be compatible with continued agricultural use on surrounding

lands.” [Emphasis added]



California Gross Agricultural Production Values (2008)

Table 1:

Total Gross Production Value of Agricultural Commodities (2008)
Region Gross Production Value % of California
California $36,186,735,000 100.00%
Fresno $5,662,895,000 15.65%
Kern $4,033,312,000 11.15%
Kings $1,760,168,000 4.86%
Madera $1,310,875,000 3.62%
Mariposa $25,483,400 0.07%
Merced $2,999,701,000 8.29%
San Joaquin $2,129,725,000 5.89%
Stanislaus $2,473,843,000 6.84%
Tulare $5,018,022,800 13.87%
San Joaquin Valley $25,414,025,200 70.23%
Remainder of California $10,772,709,800 29.77%
Source: California Department of Food and Agriculture, 2008 Agricultural
Commissioner’s Crop Report

“California’s agricultural abundance includes more than 400 commodities. ... Many crops
are produced solely in California.”
— UC Davis, “Agricultural Statistical Review"



Williamson Act (10 Year): Prime Agricultural Land

Table 2:
WA (10 Year): Participating Prime Agricultural Land (acres)

San Joaquin Valley Sacramento Valley Remainder of California
2002 3,734,107 764,792 827,267
2003 3,699,740 771,237 809,037
2004 3,634,353 779,845 831,447
2005 3,602,794 781,408 838,821
2006 3,572,144 783,483 844,894
2007 3,650,224 787,297 980,000

Source: California Department of Conservation, “The California Land Conservation
(Williamson) Act 2008 Status Report”

“Prime farmland has the best combination of physical and chemical features able to
sustain long-term agricultural production. This land has the soil quality, growing
season, and moisture supply needed to produce sustained high yields. Land must have
been used for irrigated agricultural production at some time during the four years
prior to the mapping date.”

— California Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resource Protection

Table 3:
WA (10 Year): Participating Nonprime Agricultural Land (acres)

San Joaquin Valley Sacramento Valley Remainder of California
2002 3,233,218 1,727,249 5,450,193
2003 3,237,764 1,724,573 5,495,760
2004 3,269,103 1,729,409 5,628,725
2005 3,265,791 1,724,364 5,503,874
2006 3,255,403 1,734,164 5,520,326
2007 3,255,986 1,736,093 5,361,204

Source: California Department of Conservation, “The California Land Conservation
(Williamson) Act 2008 Status Report”

Nonprime farmland would be all other agricultural land used for farming and ranching
purposes



Farmland Security Zone (20 Year): Prime Agricultural Land

Table 4:
FSZ (20 Year): Participating Prime Agricultural Land (acres)

San Joaquin Valley Sacramento Valley Remainder of California
2002 512,098 124,579 18,939
2003 516,546 136,114 38,009
2004 545,585 142,204 40,507
2005 553,120 145,425 39,833
2006 553,613 146,061 40,043
2007 574,159 146,795 40,236

Source: California Department of Conservation, “The California Land Conservation
(Williamson) Act 2008 Status Report”

“Prime farmland has the best combination of physical and chemical features able to
sustain long-term agricultural production. This land has the soil quality, growing
season, and moisture supply needed to produce sustained high yields. Land must have
been used for irrigated agricultural production at some time during the four years
prior to the mapping date.”

— California Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resource Protection

Table 5:
FSZ (20 Year): Participating Nonprime Agricultural Land (acres)

San Joaquin Valley Sacramento Valley Remainder of California
2002 21,342 10,059 21,326
2003 20,825 14,082 37,221
2004 26,350 12,802 39,530
2005 26,275 12,872 40,673
2006 26,160 13,309 40,665
2007 27,464 13,315 40,117

Source: California Department of Conservation, “The California Land Conservation
(Williamson) Act 2008 Status Report”

Nonprime farmland would be all other agricultural land used for farming and ranching
purposes



Harvested Cropland (acres)

Table 6:
Harvested Cropland (2002)

Region Acres % of California
California 8,466,321 100.00%
Fresno 1,078,900 12.74%
Kern 798,722 9.43%
Kings 414,608 4.90%
Madera 314,715 3.72%
Mariposa 636 0.01%
Merced 479,156 5.66%
San Joaquin 517,267 6.11%
Stanislaus 347,750 4.11%
Tulare 682,460 8.06%
San Joaquin Valley 4,634,214 54.74%
Remainder of California 3,832,107 45.26%

Source: US Department of Agriculture, National Agricultural Statistics Service,
"2002 Census of Agriculture”




Table 7:
Harvested Cropland (2007)

% of Change % Change
Region Acres California from 2002 from 2002
California 7,633,173 100.00% (833,148) -9.84%
Fresno 978,948 12.82% (99,952) -9.26%
Kern 764,929 10.02% (33,793) -4.23%
Kings 419,954 5.50% 5,346 1.29%
Madera 264,767 3.47% (49,948) -15.87%
Mariposa 286 0.00% (350) -55.03%
Merced 466,304 6.11% (12,852) -2.68%
San Joaquin 444,670 5.83% (72,597) -14.03%
Stanislaus 307,992 4.03% (39,758) -11.43%
Tulare 560,320 7.34% (122,140) -17.90%
San Joaquin Valley 4,208,170 55.13% (426,044) -9.19%
Remainder of California 3,425,003 44.87% (407,104) -10.62%

Source: US Department of Agriculture, Nationai Agricultural Statistics Service, "2007 Census
of Agriculture”

The San Joaquin Valley lost 426,044 acres of harvested cropland between 2002 and 2007
while the remaining counties in California lost 407,104 acres of harvested cropland.




Median Farm Size (acres)

Table §8:
Median Farm Size by San Joaquin Valley County (acres)

County 2002 2007
Fresno 40 36
Kern 167 80
Kings 75 40
Madera 80 58
Mariposa 169 86
Merced 60 40
San Joaquin 35 25
Stanislaus 28 20
Tulare 39 25

Source: US Department of Agriculture, National Agricultural Statistics Service,
"2002 Census of Agriculture”

Table 9:
Median Farm Size by California Region (acres)

Region 2002 2007
Bay & Central Coast 24 20
Foothill & Sierra 22 20
North Coast & Mountain 50 42
Sacramento Valley 40 32
San Joaquin Valley 39 32
South Coast and Desert 9 7

Source: US Department of Agriculture, National Agricultural Statistics Service,
"2002 Census of Agriculture”




Figure 2:
Percentage of Farms by Size by Region
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California Agricultural Employment 1993-2009

Data does not include agricultural processing workers or undocumented workers

Table 10:

Agricultural Employment as a Percentage of Civilian Employment

1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2006
2006
2007
2008
2009*

*Year 2009 is a 12 month average including preliminary December 2009 data

San Joaquin Valley

14.16%
15.27%
15.69%
16.97%
16.76%
16.16%
15.55%
14.59%
12.89%
12.31%
12.28%
11.73%
11.93%
11.79%
11.89%
12.15%
12.58%

Sacramento Valley

2.34%
2.31%
2.34%
2.49%
2.49%
2.25%
2.22%
2.08%
1.83%
1.69%
1.64%
1.66%
1.61%
1.54%
1.60%
1.64%
1.74%

California

2.62%
2.72%
2.66%
2.85%
2.79%
2.67%
2.60%
2.55%
2.34%
2.30%
2.32%
2.36%
2.27%
2.21%
2.24%
2.29%
2.39%

Source: California Employment Development Department, Labor Market Information

Division
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Table 11;

Daily Harvest Labor Demand for Selected Crops (1998)

County Crop
Fresno Grapes
Kern Misc. Vegetables
Kings Peaches/Nectarines
Madera Figs
Merced Melons
San Joaquin Cherries
Stanislaus Peaches/Nectarines/Plums
Tulare Navel Oranges

# of Workers/Day

56,800
15,500
1,750
3,000
2,750
9,000
5,600
4,500

Source: Nisei Farmer’s League, “Crop Calendar/Harvest — Labor Statistics”




California Unemployment

“The unemployment rate among agricultural workers was 14.0 percent in 2008, up from
8.5 percent in 2007 and 10.9 percent in 2006. The unemployment rate among
nonagricultural workers was 6.4 percent in 2008, up from 4.7 percent in 2007, and 4.3
percent in 2006. By April 2009, the unemployment rate among agricultural and
nonagricultural workers had risen to 18.6 and 7.8 percent, respectively. These data are
expressed as a 12 month average of Current Population Survey data.”
— California Employment Development Department, “California’s Agricultural Employment
2008™
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Port of Oakland Exports

¢ 40% of total export value of $10 Billion came from agricultural products in 2008
o $1.3 Billion from edible fruit and nuts
o $400 Million from vegetables, legumes, nuts and dairy
o $82.3 Billion from other products (meat products, hay, cotton, grain, etc.)
e 22% of Port’s annual revenue of $135 Million came from agricultural products in
2008
Jahan Byrne, Port of Oakland, Business Development and Marketing

- 14 -
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2007-2008 Williamson Act Subvention Payments by County

Table 13:
2007-2008 Williamson Act Subvention Payments by County

Bay Area & Central Coast Foothill & Sierra

San Luis Obispo $1,088,726 Mariposa $183,869
Monterey $962,326 Calaveras $130,801
San Benito $762,764 Amador $110,818
Sonoma $438,990 Tuolumne $107,097
Santa Clara $341,843 Plumas $103,609
Marin $110,160 Mono $66,548
Alameda $99,101 Sierra $51,922
Napa $92,285 Placer $43,112
Contra Costa $67,155 El Dorado $41,874
Santa Cruz $21,097 Nevada $18,958
San Mateo $0 Total $858,608
Total $3,984,447

North Coast & Mountain Sacramento Valley

Siskiyou $770,655 Yolo $1,283,038
Mendocino $624,508 Glenn $1,044,684
Lassen $433,157 Tehama $961,091
Shasta - $279,632 Colusa $847 145
Humboldt $217,007 Solano $718,362
Modoc $181,006 Butte $639,561
Lake $68,657 Sacramento $527,073
Trinity $21,805 Sutter $262,304
Total $2,596,427 Total $6,283,258
San Joaquin Valley South Coast & Desert

Fresno $5,270,408 Santa Barbara $637,896
Kern $4,733,094 Ventura $327,805
Tulare $3,411,417 Riverside $207,921
Kings $2,681,127 San Diego $79,964
San Joaquin $1,908,313 Imperial $60,024
Stanislaus $1,466,943 Los Angeles $40,031
Merced $1,429,352 San Bernardino $11,752
Madera $1,246,397 Orange $351
Total $22,147,051 Total $1,365,744

Source: California Department of Conservation, “The California Land Conservation
(Williamson) Act 2008 Status Report”
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Cancellation Fees Paid to the State of California

Table 14:
Early Cancellation Fees Paid to the State of California

Fiscal Year

1998-99
1999-00
2000-01
2001-02
2002-03
2003-04
2004-05
2005-06
2006-07
2007-08

General Fund

$2,453,432.00
$1,930,070.00
$5,388,514.00
$2,158,537.50
$7,086,623.50
$8,519,226.75
$7,141,387.00
$23,918,009.12
$20,307,442.25
$7,480,922.00

Soil
Conservation
Fund

$2,988,318.00
$1,098,797.00
$1,091,057.00
$1,179,460.00
$1,298,596.00
$1,349,894.00
$2,193,053.00
$2,254,000.00
$3,360,400.00
$3,599,761.00

Source: California Department of Conservation

Total

$5,441,750.00
$3,028,867.00
$6,479,571.00
$3,337,997.50
$8,385,219.50
$9,869,120.75
$9,334,440.00
$26,172,009.12
$23,667,842.25
$11,080,683.00
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Casualties of the Williamson Act Subvention Cuts?

Table 15:

Farms by Net Income

Farms with (+) Farms with (-)

County Net Income Net Income
Fresno 3,536 2,545
Kern 1,002 1,115
Kings 614 515
Madera 911 797
Mariposa 65 237
Merced 1,581 1,026
San Joaquin 1,916 1,708
Stanislaus 2,147 1,967
Tulare 3,025 2,215
Total 14,797 12,125

% of Farms
with (+) Net
Income

58%
47%
54%
53%
22%
61%
53%
52%
58%

55%

Source: USDA 2007 Census of Agriculture - County Data, Table 4.

% of Farms
with (-) Net
income

42%
53%
46%
47%
78%
39%
47%
48%
42%

45%
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Other Additional Documents

Examples of Agricultural Impact on Trucking Industry

Figure 3:

Cling Peach Deliveries by Truck Load

100001

8000 4

6000 1

Loads

4000 +

20001

2004

2005

Year

2006

2007

Source: California League of Food Processors Final California Cling Peach Report (2003-2008)

Table 16:

Tomato Deliveries in the San Joaquin Valley (July 2008-October 2008)

County

Fresno

Kern

Kings
Madera
Merced

San Joaquin
Stanislaus

Total

Crop Weight
(tons)

4,155,117
637,116
1,388,214
50,757
735,065
1,253,834
490,769

8,710,872

Crop Gross
Vaiue (%)

$332,409,360
$50,969,280
$111,057,120
$4,060,560
$58,805,200
$100,306,720
$39,261,520

$696.8069,760

Source: Processing Tomato Advisory Board

Trucking (loads)

159,812
24,504
53,392

1,952
28,271
48,224

Trucking Gross

Value ($)

$41,551,120
$6,371,040
$13,881,920
$507,520
$7,350,460
$12,538,240
$4,907,500

$87,107,800
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County Boards of Supervisors
Fresno - Judy Case, Phil Larson

Kern — Jon McQuiston

Kings — Tony Oliveira

Madera — Frank Bigelow

Mariposa — Lyle Turpin

Merced — John Pedrozo, Deidre F. Kelsey
San Joaquin — Ken Vogel, Leroy Ornellas
Stanislaus — Jim DeMartini, Vito Chiesa

Tulare — Steve Worthley, Mike Ennis

Data Compiled by:
Fresno County Economic Development

Data Collected by:

Fresno County Ag Commissioner — Carol

Hatner

Fresno County Office of Economic
Development — Jeanette Ishii

Kahn, Soares and Conway — George Soares.

Louie Brown

Kingsburg Federal Land Bank — Scott Anderson

Fresno County Farm Bureau — Ryan Jacobsen

Nisei Farmers League — Manuel Cunha, JIr.

Fresno County Economic Development, United States Department of Agriculture, San Joaquin
Valley Agricultural Commissioners, San Joaquin Valley Assessor-Recorders, Fresno County

Farm Bureau, Nisei Farmers League



COUNTY OF SAN BENITO
ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE

4871 Fourth Street < Hollister, CA 95023 Susan Thompson
Phone: 831-636-4000 « Fax: 831-636-4010 County Administrative Officer

Written Statement of Testimony

Presented to: Honorable members of the Senate Local Government Committee March 3. 2010
Hearing topic: The Williamson Act: Past. Present, Future?

Presented by: Susan Thompson, County Administrative Officer, San Benito County, representing the
thirty-one member counties of the Regional Council of Rural Counties

Honorable Committee members,

Good morning Mr. Chairman and committee members. My name is Susan Thompson and I am the County
Administrative Officer of San Benito County. Thank you for the opportunity to address you today. I am
here today with the blessing of my own Board of Supervisors of San Benito County to represent the
thirty-one member Counties of the Regional Council of Rural Counties (RCRC).

I hope to express to the Committee how important the Williamson Act and accompanying property tax
subventions to participating counties has been to the environmental and economic stability and security
of our communities and State.

Williamson Act is Good Policy

The Williamson Act is good public policy, it produces the intended effects as stated by the legislature at
enactment and these intentions are as relevant today as they were when the Act was first signed into law
in 1965.

What makes the Williamson Act effective is that it incentivizes owners to keep their property in
agricultural production and eliminates any disincentive for the Counties to support these vital land uses.
In order to continue to reap the positive benefits of the Williamson Act, both sides of this equation must
continue to be honored.

On page 9 of the committee briefing paper you were provided the 2007 top 10 Subvention counties list in
terms of dollars. I would like to share with you another way of looking at subvention funding from a
small county perspective. Rural counties operate with several handicaps in that we historically have
relatively low assessed property values and/or receive a very low percentage of each property tax dollar.
In San Benito we receive 11% of the 1% property tax dollar to support all county services. The top 10
counties that receive less than $10 million in property tax revenue and are most dependent on the
Williamson Act Subventions are Modoc, Sierra, Trinity, Lassen, Glenn, Mariposa, Colusa, San Benito,
Plumas and Siskiyou. While all counties are hurt by the elimination of subvention funding, our smallest
counties are bearing a disproportionate share of the pain.

Broad based Coalition supports full funding of Williamson Act
Because of the many important benefits of the Williamson Act, a broad coalition composed of RCRC,

CSAC, numerous environmental/conservation organizations and agricultural groups have been actively
supporting state funding for Williamson Act subventions -- and we continue to do so. The Williamson



Act is one of the most cost effective "on the ground" tools available today to preserve California
agriculture, preserve open space, protect habitat, control urban sprawl and reduce greenhouse gas
emissions. The Actis too important in setting foundational land use policy priorities to allow it to
be abandoned and dismantled even during these times of economic stress.

Williamson Act subventions- a 38 year State/County fiscal partnership that works

The State/County fiscal partnership designed to maximize the positive impact of the Act began in 1972-
73 to provide direct subventions to replace property tax revenues forgone to implement the Act. This
partnership has been a stable good faith commitment by the State for these 38 years. Counties have
vastly increased the number of acres under contract since that time in accord with the purposes and
intent of the Act. Subvention revenues replacing property tax incentives to land owners are significant
to our counties ability to fund basic local services including law enforcement, roads, libraries, human
services and general government operations. The abrupt withdrawal of these revenues in the State FY
2009-10 budget failed to recognize or ignored the devastating local service effect of this revenue
loss. Compounding this problem is that Counties have no ability under the Act to cancel Williamson Act
contracts in a timely manner. The result is that while the state achieved a general fund budget cost
reduction for itself, this cost shifted instantaneously to the Counties where there is no ability under the
law to recover this loss in the same fiscal period and in fact, contract nonrenewal procedures if
evoked are not effective for nine years. If there is legislative current or future intent to rethink the intent
of the Act then we need to accomplish this together with a full acknowledgement of the impacts that will
result to all stakeholders.

There is no denying that today's economic climate has contributed to the unprecedented state budget
crisis. Crisis encourages creativity. In this context, a number of interesting concepts are expressed in the
Committee's briefing paper that deserve thoughtful consideration by counties, farming and ranching
interests and environmental/conservation partners. In addition to vetting these concepts among
ourselves, counties will fully explore these ideas with our coalition partners to determine which if any are
viable and enjoy broad support.

Non funding =Non renewal= Poor outcomes on many fronts

Quite frankly, if the state does not renew the property tax subventions, wholesale non renewal of
Williamson Act contracts will have to be seriously considered if not already implemented.
The resultant outcomes of this action cannot be justified because it is in the best public interest. It
is not. Instead this reaction would be a defensive fiscal response necessitated by the extremely
limited fiscal options counties have at their disposal undoing decades of positive land use policy
and harming our already precarious agricultural industry in a time of unprecedented economic
and environmental challenges.

The San Benito County Story

The Williamson Act has been fully embraced in San Benito County for decades. Of the total
767,040 acres of privately owned land in the county, 583,781 acres are under Williamson Act
contracts. This is fully 76% of all privately held land in our county. Prime agricultural land in the
Act totals 52,162 acres, while non prime totals 531,101 acres. Home sites total 518 acres. Gross
agricultural production during 2008 topped $262 million with Field, Fruit and Nut, and
Vegetable and Row crop production comprising 90% of this output. Cattle and Other Livestock
and Poultry Products completed the production at $25.6 million. Agriculture is the number
one industry in the County. Williamson Act subvention in FY 2007-08 totaled $763,000, FY



2008-09 § 688,000, and $0 during FY 2009-10. This subvention equates to 3% of the total local
discretionary general fund revenue received in 08-09, but represents 22% of the total general
fund discretionary revenue reductions experienced during 2009-10 budget year.

Budget reductions required to absorb this revenue loss included Sheriff Deputies, Probation
Officers, 911 Communications Dispatchers, closure of the Library on Saturdays. government
operations positions in the Auditor, Recorder, and Public Health budgets to name a few. All
employees gave back COLA increases that they were entitled to receive in existing labor
agreements and they further agreed to additional 5% salary reductions in the form of
furlough days and/or holiday pay. A number of these furlough days required office closure
countywide. Even with these significant cut-backs, the Board of Supervisors had to utilize fund
balance and reserves to balance their 2009-10 budget. FY 2010-11 will require additional more-
draconian staff and program/service reductions, and further consumption of limited reserve funds
to maintain even minimum service levels in vital local services.

San Benito County is a small rural county with a total population of less than
60,000 geographically located in the Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area of the Southern
Silicon Valley. Our population is comprised of a large percentage (40-45% estimated)
of residents who commute along the SR 101 corridor to the greater San Jose Area each day to
work. Our County is not served by commuter train or other mass transit, so this commuting is
done in private vehicles. Our real estate prices are significantly lower than those in Santa
Clara County, Monterey and Santa Cruz County who are our regional neighbors. As a result
many of the teachers, law enforcement officers and other critical workforce for our surrounding
communities live in San Benito. The pressures for residential development have been significant
here since the 1980's. In example a 6800 unit development application was being processed by
the county and reached the stage of beginning their Environmental Impact Report recently before
the application was withdrawn due to the economic downturn. This project was the largest but
by no means the only recent development pending or in process in the County. A 1100 unit
residential development is still in process of application review at this time. and a number of
smaller projects are also advancing even during the economic downturn. This kind of pressure is
real and does potentially threaten the conversion of Agricultural and Open Space acreage to
development. The Williamson Act is a vital and effective tool in the management of growth for
our Board of Supervisors together with their own ordinances and land use policy. We need your
help to sustain the long standing and effective partnership between the State and counties like
mine through the full funding of the Williamson Act subvention program.

Thank you for this opportunity to speak with you.

Should there be any questions or further information 1 can provide, please contact me
at sthompson@cosb.us or (831) 636-4000.

Sincere Regards,

f\ i s

Susan Thompson
County Administrative Officer, San Benito County
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The Williamson Act: Past, Present, Future?
A Legislative Oversight Hearing

California Senate Local Government Committee

Land Use Planning implications of the Williamson Act
and its Importance as a Planning Tool to
Sustain California’s Growth and Prosperity

Ted James, AICP
Kern County Planning Director

March 3, 2010
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Honorable Senate Local Government Committee:

| am here today representing the California State Association of Counties and the California
County Planning Director's Association in presenting you with reasons why the continued use of
the Williamson Act Program, including the provision of State subventions to counties, is
important for California’s future. This important farmland conservation program not only assures
the sustainability of a strong agricultural presence for California’s economy, but also provides an
important land use planning program used by county planning agencies to effectively implement
General Plan conservation programs which address the growth of urban areas, the expansion of
public infrastructure and the conservation of important agriculture and open space resources.
As an administrator of a large Williamson Act Program in the Central Valley, | intend to provide
you some insight of the benefits this program provides in promoting effective land use planning.

Kern County Assemblyman John C. Williamson authored the California Land Conservation Act
(Williamson Act) in 1965. Assemblyman Williamson’s legacy after the program'’s 45 year
existence is a 16.6 million acre conservation program that has successfully kept agricultural
lands under contractual land use restrictions for purposes of ensuring a strong agricultural
presence in the State’s economy.

Kern County's Williamson Act Program is one of the largest in the State with 1,471,469 acres
enrolled in Williamson Act contracts plus another 145,150 acres included in Farmland Security
Zone contracts. This Statewide agricultural conservation program has been a popular program
with Kern County land owners and has successfully kept large contiguous areas in continued
agricultural production (see attached map).

As a land use planner, | am going to focus my comments on the importance of how the
Williamson Act Program compliments local government planning efforts and is effective when
used in conjunction with General Plan, Zoning and other programs to guide urban growth and
help protect agricultural resource areas from incompatible use. In addition, | am going to
address the importance that the Williamson Act Program plays in promoting the State’s efforts
to implement greenhouse gas reduction strategies imposed by AB 32 and SB 375.

Williamson Act’s Importance in Promoting Orderly Urban Growth

Although much can be said of the importance of the Williamson Act Program in sustaining
agriculture, it is important to also focus on the influence that this conservation program has in
controlling the expansion of urban growth into agricultural areas. The Williamson Act Program’s
purpose is to discourage haphazard and premature urban development patterns in agricultural
areas. County planning agencies rely on the Williamson Act Program as an effective tool to
forestall premature urbanization of agricultural areas.

Kern County has been successful in utilizing the presence of Williamson Act contracted
properties as a reason to discourage premature urban expansion adjacent to the Metropolitan
Bakersfield Area and to discourage leapfrog development proposals. By incorporating specific
policy directives in the General Plan which discourage amendments to planned agricultural land
use designations involving contracted property, the General Plan works together with the
Williamson Act to effectively discourage premature development proposals on the periphery of
the Metropolitan area.

-1-
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The County also incorporates specific criteria in the General Plan that must be considered by
the decision-makers when evaluating the suitability of converting agricultural land to urban use.
These standards include proximity to urbanization and services and the potential to adversely
affect adjacent Williamson Act contracted properties. The presence of contracted land
adjacent to development proposals has been an important factor used by decision-makers in
concluding that some proposals to amend the General Plan from agricultural use are premature.

The use of General Plan designations and zoning by themselves have not been effective in
assuring orderly growth that discourages sprawl into the State’s farmlands. Presently, the
Williamson Act offers the only large-scale effective means for local governments to set aside
large contiguous areas as agricultural preserves. Williamson Act agricultural preserves
combined with enforceable contractual restrictions are not as vulnerable as General Plans to
short-term shifts in the local poiitical economy.

In addition to the important relationship the Williamson Act has with General Plans, there are
other State laws utilized by land use planning agencies which acknowledge the importance of
the Williamson Act program when land use decisions are made. These include the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the Subdivision Map Act and the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg
Local Government Reorganization Act which all have provisions that acknowledge the
importance of Williamson Act contracted land when determining the environmental effects of a
project, subdividing property into smaller parcel sizes and when considering the Local Agency
Formation Commission (LAFCO) Spheres of Influence designations and city incorporated
boundary annexations. The recognition of the restrictive nature of Williamson Act contracts has
long been an important tool of local government land use planning programs.

In discussing approaches to conserve farmland from urban encroachment, critics are always
quick to assert that the Williamson Act program is voluntary and consist of limited 10 or 20 year
contract terms which presents only a temporary fix to protecting farmland. In response, | would
assert that the program while in effect adds a self-renewing additional year to the contract on an
annual basis such that the terms of the contract are always 10 years for the Williamson Act
property and 20 years for the Farmland Security Zone property. Many of these properties have
been under contract for over four decades. In reviewing the program’s effectiveness over the
last 45 years, it is clear that a significant amount of the State’s agricultural lands have been kept
in long-term farming and ranching use for the benefit of the State’s economy.

Williamson Act’s Effect on Addressing Greenhouse Gas Emissions

With the advent of the greenhouse gas reduction legislation (AB 32, SB 375) it would seem
logical for the State to recognize the important contribution the Williamson Act Program provides
by preserving productive farmland that takes substantial amounts of carbon dioxide out of the
air. In order to meet the aggressive greenhouse gas reduction goals of these climate change
laws, it is important for the State to recognize the greenhouse gas reduction benefits the
Williamson Act Program provides by reinstating subvention payments to County program
participants.

Loss of Williamson Act Subvention Payments Could Impede Effective Land Use Planning

In the FY 2009-10 State Budget, Governor Schwarzenegger deleted all but $1,000 to counties
participating in the Williamson Act Program. This action eliminated over $4.6 miliion in State
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subvention funds to Kern County that would have helped backfill the County for property tax
reductions granted to property owners participating in the Williamson Act Program. Continued
failure by the State to provide Williamson Act subvention funds will cause cash-strapped
counties to question their ability to continue participating in the program since the subvention
funds incentivize program participation by partially replacing property tax revenues lost on
enrolled lands. Local government decisions to curtail participation in the program could
exacerbate farmland conversion and jeopardize the economic viability of thousands of farming
and ranching enterprises.

In conclusion, | want to emphasize the important role that the Williamson Act Program plays in
assisting local governments in conserving farmland and providing for orderly growth. The
limited tax burden on contracted parcels helps to stabilize farm income and keep many farmers
and ranchers in business. In return, the recurring 10 and 20 year contracts provide an effective
tool to prevent premature and leapfrog development and support efforts in county General Plans
to conserve California’s remaining important farmlands and ensure orderly growth.

Td:jb
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The California Land Conservation Act of 1965

Testimony of Brian R. Leahy
Assistant Director

Department of Conservation
Division of Land Resource Protection

The Department of Conservation’s Division of Land Resource Protection (DLRP) develops and provides
information, grants, and technical assistance to protect agricultural and open space land, and supports
land-use planhing and watershed management. The California Land Conservation Act of 1965,
commonly known as the Williamson Act, is one of four programs administered by DLRP DLRP’s other
programs include the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program, California Farmland Conservancy
Program, and the Watershed and Resource Conservation Districts Program. All of the programs are
voluntary, local assistance programs that work with local entities to bring about statewide benefits. The
DLRP Williamson Act Program receives all of its funding from the Soil Conservation Fund, which is
funded from Williamson Act cancellation fees. The other programs are funded from a combination of
Soil Conservation Funds and bond support maney. DLRP receives no general funds.

California Land Conservation (Williamson) Act

The purpose of the California Land Conservation Act (ACT) is to assure sufficient food supplies, to
discourage the premature and unnecessary conversion of agricultural lands, to discourage discontinuous
urban development patterns, and to preserve the open space and aesthetic values of agricultural lands.
A reaction to escalating property taxes and the explosive population growth California experienced after
the Second World War, the Act was created before Proposition 13, before the California Environmental
Quality Act, and before the Endangered Species Act. General Plans were considered little more than
advisory documents and the state population was just over 18.5 million individuals.

Forty-five years later the state population has more than doubled and, the rules defining the planning
process are infinitely more complex. And California property tax formulas are now fixed by the state
constitution. While California agriculture continues to lead the nation in productivity, the open space
lands that agriculture — as well as wildlife and important ecosystem services rely upon — are being
converted to urban development at an alarming rate. Farm and grazing lands in California decreased by
275 square miles (176,014 acres) between 2004 and 2006 as documented by the Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program. That includes 81,247 acres of highest-quality agricultural soils, know as Prime
Farmland. Meanwhile, the Williamson Act continues to be the primary farmland preservation law in
California.

Currently, 53 counties have land under contract in the Act. The imperial County Board of Supervisors
voted to non-renewal all of the 136,649 acres currently under contact in the county and begin the 10
year non-renewal process. As a voluntary program the Act is protection 16.6 million acres, nearly one-
third of all of the private land in the state. All of the land is under contracts that are enforceable
restrictions on land and are binding on successors to both landowners and the local government.



Landowners enter into agreements with cities and counties to restrict use of their land in return for
lower tax assessments based on the agricultural use versus the potential market value of the property.
Article X1l Section 8 of the California State Constitution allows county assessors to assess Williamson Act
contracted land using a formula established by the State Board of Equalization and the Revenue and
Taxation Code. The land tax savings varies drastically based on a number of factors such as proximity to
urban development pressures and the amount of income that can be generated off the land under
contract. For low-value crops such as grass for grazing, the savings can be substantial and make the
difference between economic viability and failure. The contracts have annual automatic one-year
extensions.

A newer addition to the Williamson Act is a provision for Farmland Security Zones (FSZ). Also voluntary,
enrollment in an FSZ is for a 20-year automatically renewed contract, with greater protections from
urbanization. FSZs also provide landowners with greater property tax reductions: a minimum of 33
percent from Proposition 13 values. Twenty five counties have adopted the FSZ program with a total of
837,263 acres now contracted.

Prior to entering into Williamson Act contracts local governments must first create agricultural
preserves. Many land use activities are disruptive to and in conflict with the activities necessary to
produce food and fiber. Williamson Act contracts and agricultural preserves give local governments,
and in some instances the state, a larger say in what land use activities can occur in the agricultural
preserves.

Few places on earth are as naturally endowed for the production of food as California. And fewer yet
have managed to develop land from its natural state into productive agricultural land and then to urban
uses in such a short period of time. The once world-renowned agricultural counties of Los Angeles,
Orange, and Santa Clara are now almost entirely urban. In the 24-year span between 1984 and 2008
that the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program has documented, California’s agricultural industry
adapted to the loss of over 1.2 million acres of its productive land base, accommodated the growth of
12 million new Californians and yet still managed to more than double direct farm sales from $15 billion
to $39 billion. By adopting new technologies and shifting to more capital-intensive crops, California
agriculture has learned to produce more food on less land. But, as California continues to grow in both
its population and its economy, local land use decisions will affect our food security, and the other
critical ecosystem services that working lands provide.

For over forty years the California Land Conservation Act has served the purposes it was originally
intended to address. According to one University of California study the Act has been an important tool
in preventing many agricultural businesses from having to exit the industry because of excess property
taxation. The Act has prevented leapfrog development and helped to keep intact large tracts of land
that act as important wildlife corridors, as areas of important watershed protection, as future sites for
important infrastructure, including potential solar and renewable energy sites. And, as seen in the
Chino basin, the Act was part of a long term development pattern that created the possibility of more
thoughtful planned communities. The Act is one tool in the tool chest of local planning that has served
to bring about a more thoughtful planning process.
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Department of Conservation

FARMLAND MAPPING AND
MONITORING PROGRAM

Division of Land Resource Protection

2

Farmland and Open Space in California
The rich land, water, and mild climate that

allowed California to become the leading
agricultural state in the country have also helped
it become one of the most populous and fastest
growing states. Decisions are made daily that
will determine the quality of both human and
natural environments. The Farmland Mapping
and Monitoring Program (FMMP) provides
information that supports informed land use
decisions in California.

Program ‘
Goals and L
Scope p e
FMMP’s goal is
to provide
consistent,
timely and
accurate data to
decision makers
for use in
assessing present
status, reviewing
trends, and
planning for the
future of California’s agricultural land resources.

Approximately 96% of the privately owned land
in the state (48.2 million acres, above) was
mapped as of 2006, with Mendocino County the
most recent addition. Each map is updated every
two years, providing an archive for tracking land
use change over time.

Mapping System

Using a geographic information system (GIS),
air photos, local comments, and other
information, FMMP combines soil quality data
and current land use information to produce
Important Farmland Maps.

] cALIFORNIA
CONSERVATION

Products
FMMP data is available in a number of forms:

Important Farmland Maps, which show the
location and extent of Prime Farmland, and
other agricultural categories, relative to Urban
areas.

The California Farmland Conversion Report,
containing statistics and information on how land
use has changed during the two-year update
cycle. Comparisons to prior-year data are also
mcluded.

Field Reports, describing in detail the types of
change seen in each county by analysts as the
update was conducted.

Digital Products, including the GIS files for each
year of mapping. Custom products can be
generated to suit the user’s requirements.

Uses: Assessment & Incentives

The maps and data are used in environmental
studies to assess the impacts of proposed
development on agricultural and open space
land. FMMP data is also widely used in
urbanization and environmental modeling.

FMMP data 1s used to determine eligibility for
enrollment in Farmland Security Zones*, in
which landowners receive substantial property
tax benefits for committing to keep their land in

agricultural use for 20-year periods.
*www.consrv.ca.gov/dlrp/LCA/farm_security zone



FARMLAND MAPPING AND MONITORING PROGRAM

Findings and Program Improvements

Between 1984 and 2006, FMMP documented the
loss of more than 1.2 million acres of agricultural
and open space land in California, an area larger

than the size of Merced County. The majority of

that land was converted to urban uses (right).

Prime Farmland, the highest quality agricultural
soils, decreased by more than 461,000 acres during
this timeframe. This is an area about the size as

Contra Costa County.

Other Land, a miscellaneous category that includes
disparate uses such as low-density rural residential,
mining operations, confined animal agriculture facilities, and ecological restoration areas, grew at about
20% of the rate of urban land. FMMP has begun an effort to document what is happening with the Other
Land class with the Rural Land Mapping Project. This project is limited to the San Joaquin Valley and

Mendocino County until funding for statewide mapping can be made available.
i =Y

Contact Information

California Department of Conservation
Division of Land Resource Protection
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program
801 K St, MS 18-01

Sacramento, CA 95814

Phone: 916-324-0859
Fax: 916-327-3430
Email: fmmp@consrv.ca.gov
www.conservation.ca.gov/dirp/fmmp

(-

Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program
1984-2006 Conversion Summary

Total Annual
Change  Average
(acres) .
Irrigated Farmland -656,134 -32,807
Dryland Faming and Grazing Land 572,373 -28,619
Urban and Built-up Land 967,682 48,384
Other Land 243,777 12,189
Water (1) 17,622 881

(1) Water increase primatily due to construction of Diamond Valley
Reservoir, Lake Sonoma, Los Vaqueros Reservoir, Olivenhain
Reservoir, and reclamation of former gravel pits into permanent
water bodies in Alameda County.

oA
LAND RESOURCE
PROTECTION

Newest statewide data:

California Farmland Conversion Report, 2004-2006

Being released monthly:

2008 County Important Farmland Maps and Statistics

FMMP fact sheet
23 February 2010
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This edition of Focus on Farmland features:

£ Miles and Kidwell Farms Preserved in Solanc County
2 Gill and Turri Ranches Preserved in Monterey County
% Cypress Lane Ranch Preserved in Marin County

#  Laying the groundwork through CFCP Planning Grants
# CFCP /DOC News Updates

2  QOther News and Upcoming Events

Growing the Dixon-Davis
Greenbelt: Miles and Kidwell
Farms Preserved in

Solano County

The Solano Land Trust recently
completed a $4.4 million purchase of
the 488-acre Miles/Kidwell
agricultural conservation easement.
The purchase caps a long-standing
effort to preserve the farmland within
the Dixon-Davis greenbelt.
Partnering in the effort were the
California Department of
Conservation (DOC), the federal
Farm and Ranch Lands Protection
Program, the cities of Dixon and
Davis, and the Solano Land Trust,
which will hold the easement. DOC'’s
CFCP contributed $572,500 toward

the ACE purchase. The Miles and Kidwell Farms contain excellent soils that make the area ideal
o ] Jor growing a variety of crops, including winter wheat (above). Photo
This is the third farmland easement in courtesy of Solano Land Trust.

the greenbelt to be purchased as part of

the conservation plan between the cities

of Dixon and Davis, in coordination with the Solano Land Trust. Previously acquired were the 196-
acre McConeghy North/Ebey Laughton easement and the 254-acre McConeghy South easement.
With the Miles/Kidwell easement purchase, the Dixon-Davis greenbelt now includes 938 acres of
protected farmland.




The greenbelt is located in Solano
County between the cities of Dixon
and Davis along the Interstate 80
corridor. The two cities have been
working for several years to
preserve land between their
borders. This land is classified as
Prime Farmland by DOC's
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program (FMMP), making it ideal
for growing various row crops,
including alfalfa, ryegrass, wheat,
tomatoes, corn, and sunflowers.
The Kidwell family historically
owned and farmed both the Miles
and Kidwell farms. In conjunction
with this easement, the current
owner of the Kidwell farm
repurchased the Miles Farm so it
could become part of a single
easement-protected farm.

D

Soi;no County important Farmland
» : | - CFCP-Funded Agncuttural Easemant e
The Solano Land Trust and cities of Non.CFCP Furded Agrcutueal Easemant .

DIXOT\ and DaVIS have lOng % Incorporated Sphere of Influence
recognized the potential for intense by S Pume Famiand
development pressure in this area. i - 7 Famiand of Satewce Imporance
In recent years, it has been an

Unique Farmiand

Farmiand of Local Impoitance

attractive location for rural LR S
residential development due to its \ . otber Lan

close proximity to large population " _ S| B Uran and Bui.Up Land
centers in San Francisco and | '

b
T e

Sacramento. _ ‘ RS
The 488-acre agricultural conservation easement on the Miles and Kidwell

“We congratulate both the Solano Land Farms is located directly north of I-80.

Trust and the landowners on the

completion of this project,” Department of Conservation Director Bridgett Luther said in a press release,
“and we encourage other Solano County landowners to consider the agricultural conservation easement
option for their properties.”

As of 2007, Solano ranked No. 28 among California counties in total agricultural production at about
$268 million. Despite the efforts of local government and organizations to preserve Solano County’s
agricultural heritage, nearly 2,750 acres of farmiand and grazing land were reclassified to non-agricultural
use from 2006 to 2008, according to DOC's FMMP.

The Solano Land Trust has protected over 19,000 acres of land in Solano County since 1986, including
nearly 7,000 acres of farms and ranches. See the Solano Land Trust website for more information:
www.solanolandtrust.org.

e —_—_—
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Gill and Turri Ranches are
Preserved in
Monterey County

_ San Benito
~. County

Two productive farms north of King
City have been permanently
preserved for agriculture by the
Monterey-based Ag Land Trust and
California Department of
Conservation (DOC). The two
ranches — Gill Ranch and Turri
Ranch -- grow all the typical crops
of the area, including lettuce,
spinach and carrots. The Gill
Ranch is 159 acres; Turri Ranch is
166 acres.

The Turri and Gill ranches —
adjacent but separately owned -
were advanced as a single

Monterey County mportant Farmiand

conservation effort by the Ag Land CREP-Fuded Agnoutural Easerent
Trust. Separate conservation : Non-CFCP Fundsd Agncutusal Easement
easements were customized and incomorated Sphere of Influence
recorded for each property. DOC'’s + Prime Famiand
CFCP contributed $1,057,000 to - FomendefStalewds Imporiance

. . 1 tnque Farmiand
ensure the properties will never be farmiand o Locot mportonce o
developed. crang Lang _——

Cther Land N -

Working with the Ag Land Trust, the | S5 Urbon and BuitUp Land v

CFCP has funded 34 agricultural
conservation easements comprising
6,739 acres of farmland in Monterey
County since 1998. Nearly all of the
preserved land is classified as Prime
Farmiand.

The Turri and Gill ranches — adjacent but separately owned -- grow all the
typical crops of the area, including lettuce, spinach and carrots

Historically, King City has grown both to the north and south on Prime Farmland. The group of agricultural
easements that has been created in the area is designed to encourage future growth toward the east,
toward lower-quality farmland.

Formally known as the Monterey County Agricultural and Historical Land Conservancy, the Ag Land Trust
was founded in 1984. This nonprofit organization focuses on preserving farmland and benefitting the
farmers who make their living from that land. The Ag Land Trust has exceeded the milestone of 20,000
acres in recorded conservation easements. The organization estimates the value of the crops from these
protected properties exceeds $200 million per year. For more information, please visit
www.aglandconservangy.org.
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Cypress Lane Ranch
Preserved in Marin County

Marin Agricultural Land Trust (MALT),
with financial assistance from the
Department of Conservation’s
California Farmland Conservancy
Program and the United States
Department of Agriculture, Natural
Resources Conservation Service
(NRCS) has purchased an
agricultural conservation easement
on the 772-acre Cypress Lane
Ranch. Members of the Spaletta
family have owned the dairy property
since 1932. The ranch is located in
the picturesque Hick's Valley aiong
two of the major driving routes into
West Marin. Due to its proximity to
Petaluma and Highway 101, Hicks
Valley is among the areas in West

Marin that are most susceptible to The Spaletta’s dairy operation is served by two reservoirs on the property,
conversion to non-agricultural estate one of which is visible here.
properties.

“Protecting the land so this productive

dairy can continue operation is an

example of how MALT works with ranching families to find a conservation alternative to the sale or
development of the land,” said Robert Berner, Executive Director of MALT.

Under the terms of the agricultural conservation easement, the development rights have been extinguished
and the land can never be subdivided. MALT paid the appraised value of $2,495,000 for the easement.
The Department of Conservation and NRCS provided grants to MALT of $831,667 each for the project.
The remaining third of the funds was raised from MALT members and supporters.

One of only 28 dairies remaining in Marin County (down from 100 dairies in the 1970s), the Spaletta’s dairy
is one of the largest in the county, currently milking 600 cows (Marin County average is 409 cows per
dairy). in addition to the dairy operation, the Spaletta family raises replacement heifers, silage and hay on
the ranch and on 1,400 acres of adjacent land under long-term lease. Approximately 145 acres of the
easement property is irrigated and used to produce silage for the dairy operation.

The property has great strategic importance due to its location and high visibility. The eastern property
border is defined by the Point Reyes Petaluma Road and the southern boundary is defined by Novato
Boulevard. The property is easily visible from both roads and contributes to the agricultural contiguity of

the area.
CFCP Focus on Farmland T 4ofT
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Marin Agricultural Land Trust is a
member-supported, nonprofit
organization created in 1980 by a
coalition of ranchers and
environmentalists to permanently
preserve Marin County farmland.
Some of the Bay Area’s most highly
acclaimed dairy products and
organic crops are produced on
farmland protected by MALT
conservation easements, which
total more than 41,500 acres on 64
family farms, representing nearly 40
percent of the farmland in the
county. To learn more about
Marin’s family farms and the food
they produce, visit www.malt.org.

Laying the Groundwork
Through CFCP Planning
Grants

The California Farmland
Conservancy Program has recently
completed a number of planning
grants with land trusts. The grants
facilitated local agricultural land
conservation initiatives and are
summarized below.

Central Valley Farmland Trust:
Agricuitural Conservation
Easement Planning for the
Mid-Central Valiey

The Central Valiey Farmland Trust

SN0
“ Nicasiop:
Resevoir

4
Miles.- .

Marin County Important Farmiand
CFCP-Funded Agncultus st Easement

Hon-CFCP Funded Agricutural Easement
. Prime Famvand

Farmiand of Statewrde Importance
Unique Farmland

Farmiand ¢f Local importance
Grazing Land

Other Land

{ Urban and Buit-Up Land

Prominently located on Point Reyes-Petaluma Road at its intersection with
Novato Boulevard, the Cypress Lane Ranch is now part of a greenbelt of
protected historic farmland on the road leading to Petaluma.

(CVFT) recently completed a two-year planning grant that had three objectives: updating strategic
agricultural conservation easement (ACE) priority plans for Merced, Sacramento, San Joaquin, and
Stanislaus Counties; providing outreach to targeted landowners in these priority plan areas; and
developing ACE projects with landowners in the high priority areas.

After the landowner outreach was complete, 20 farm properties were inspected for future project
potential, and of these 20 properties, CVFT brought forward 12 potential ACE projects for further
consideration by funders. In all, 10 grant applications were submitted to CECP and other funders. Of
these 10 applications, six ACE projects, totaling 660 acres, were funded as a result of the efforts put
forth in this planning grant. Several of the remaining projects are pending approval.

ocus on Farmiand

Winter 2010



California Council of Land Trusts:
Capturing Opportunity, Facilitating Farmland Preservation Project

The California Council of Land Trusts (CCLT) completed this planning grant in coordination with the
Sierra-Cascade Land Trust Council. Conducted at the statewide level, this planning grant had two
primary objectives. The first objective was to provide outreach and education on the new federal tax
incentives under the Pension Protection Act (PPA) of 2006. To that end, CCLT and legal experts in
the field of tax incentives provided outreach and education to interested land trusts, attorneys, financial
advisors, and appraisers throughout California. The land trusts in turn provided outreach to
tandowners in their area to develop donated or bargain sale agricultural conservation easements.

The second objective was to provide support for the transaction costs associated with facilitating
donated or bargain sale conservation easements benefiting from the federal income tax incentives that
increase the tax deductibility of qualified donations of interest in land. With CFCP funding, CCLT’s
facilitated six donated or bargain sale agricultural conservation easements with a total of 3,055 acres
protected in 2007 through 2008. All six conservation easements took advantage of the new federal
tax incentives.

Although the bulk of CFCP grant awards are for agricultural conservation easement acquisitions, the
program also offers planning and technical assistance grants that support agricultural land
conservation and easement acquisition work. Activities and costs that may be supported through
overall conservation planning work may include appraisals, surveys, title review, staff and consultant
costs, and other costs directly related to bringing agricuitural conservation easements to the
acquisition stage. CFCP planning grant funds are one of the few sources of seed money to translate
landowner interest in agricuitural conservation easements into actual conservation projects. For more
information about CFCP planning grants, please visit our Website.

Other News:

California Farm and Ranch Lands Protection Program (FRPP) Sign-up Announced. Proposals for
2010 funding consideration under FRPP are being accepted until February 15, 2010. This voluntary
program assists eligible organizations to purchase conservation easements that ensure agricultural
lands remain in production and are not subdivided. The highest-quality parcels will be selected for
funding to the extent FRPP resources are available. Ranking and selection of parcels will take place
immediately after the February 15 sign-up, and funds will be obligated by April 1, 2010. For further
information contact Jessica Groves, Easement Programs Specialist, at 530-792-5604 or e-mail
Jessica.Groves@ca.usda.gov. Information is also available on the NRCS website at:
hitp://www.ca.nrcs.usda.gov/programs/frpp.htmil.

Internet Resource: The Land Trust Alliance has temporarily posted on its website materials, presenters,
and speeches from the National Land Conservation Conference: Rally 2009 in Portland, OR. For a direct
link to the materials click here, or click through Rally 2009/Rally in Review/Mat