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LILAC HILLS RANCH 
FEIR GLOBAL RESPONSES 

AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES, INDIRECT IMPACTS 
 

This global response responds to comments submitted on the Draft EIR and Draft REIR 
regarding the proposed project’s potential indirect impacts to agricultural resources and the 
adequacy of the recommended mitigation measures.    
 
I. The FEIR Fully Analyzed the Project’s Indirect Impacts 
 
The County of San Diego Guidelines for Determining Significance and Report Format and 
Content Requirements – Agricultural Resources ("County Guidelines") provide guidance for 
evaluating the adverse environmental impacts that a proposed project may have on agricultural 
resources.  (County Guidelines, p. 1.)  Specific to indirect impacts, the County Guidelines direct 
that the following criteria for determining significance be applied in assessing a project’s indirect 
impacts to agricultural resources: 

 
Indirect Impacts to Agricultural Resources.  (a) The project proposes a non-agricultural land use 
within one-quarter mile of an active agricultural operation or land under a Williamson Act 
Contract (Contract) and as a result of the project, land use conflicts between the agricultural 
operation or Contract land and the proposed project would likely occur and could result in 
conversion of agricultural resources to a non-agricultural use.  (b) The project proposes a 
school, church, day care or other use that involves a concentration of people at certain times 
within one mile of an agricultural operation or land under Contract and as a result of the project, 
land use conflicts between the agricultural operation or Contract land and the proposed project 
would likely occur and could result in conversion of agricultural resources to a non-agricultural 
use.  (c) The project would involve other changes to the existing environment, which due to their 
location or nature, could result in the conversion of offsite agricultural resources to a non-
agricultural use or could adversely impact the viability of agriculture on land under a Williamson 
Act Contract. (County Guidelines, pp. 41-42)  
 
Thus, indirect effects can be caused by potential incompatibilities between a new non-
agricultural land use and existing agricultural uses in the area that potentially could result in the 
conversion of agricultural resources to non-agricultural uses.  Where incompatible land uses are 
located near existing agricultural operations, adverse indirect impacts may include liability 
concerns, trespass, vandalism, theft, pesticide or farm practice complaints, pollutants, erosion, 
importation of pests, pathogens, and weeds, and increased traffic.  Conflicts at the agriculture-
urban interface are sometimes referred to as “edge effects” and flow in two directions:  from 
existing agricultural use to a newly established non-agricultural use, and from a newly 
established non-agricultural use to existing agricultural use. (County Guidelines, p. 38; 
Agricultural Resources Report, Lilac Hills Ranch, San Diego County California (June 5, 2014) 
[FEIR Appendix F] ("ARR"), p. 67)   
 
Specific to the proposed project, the project site is large with an irregularly shaped boundary 
and the site is surrounded by a wide variety of land uses, including open space and vacant 
lands, large lot estate residential, and agricultural uses.  (FEIR, pp. 2.4-8 to 2.4-9; ARR, pp. 43-
44)  The surrounding agricultural uses vary from crops such as orchards that are generally 
considered compatible with residential use due to the low intensity management practices 
(limited pesticide use, limited farmworker presence, infrequent harvest periods) , to crops that 
require more intensive management (pesticide spraying, farmworker presence, truck trips) such 
as flower, row, and nursery crops, which could result in potential conflicts depending on the 
nature of operations. (Id.; County Guidelines, p. 43)  The Specific Plan has been designed to 
locate open space or larger lots  near the project boundaries to provide a land use transition 
adjacent to existing agricultural operations. The Specific Plan includes roadway landscaping 
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standards that are specific to roadways adjacent to portions of the Community’s perimeter, 
which would provide blended transitions between the developed and landscaped portions of the 
Community and the surrounding agriculture or natural open space (Specific Plan, Part III, 
Section D.3.c). This area would be planted with primarily native and naturalizing drought tolerant 
plant species, with the possible addition of groves of fruit trees, to be determined upon submittal 
of future landscape plans for those roadways located at the perimeter of the community, as 
described in the Specific Plan.  Part III of the Specific Plan, Section J.2 describes the 
agricultural uses proposed in the onsite open space that would also provide land use transitions 
and increase compatibility with off-site agricultural operations. In addition, the Specific Plan 
allows for interim agricultural uses to continue on site until the area is developed (Specific Plan, 
Part III, J.2.c.) and to incorporate on-site agricultural uses into the common and landscaped 
areas where feasible.  (FEIR, Appendix F, p. 118.)    
 
Part III of the Specific Plan, Section E.4.b.xi. provides site planning guidelines for single family 
detached residential neighborhoods and specifically states, “Certain Final Maps will be required 
to locate the largest of the lots proposed on each such map along the Community boundary in 
situations where project single family development will be at the same grade as the adjacent 
existing homes that will remain in the Semi-Rural Regional Category. Consideration will be 
given to additional opportunities to reduce conflicts including providing a grade separation and 
planting buffers to allow vegetation to mature and screen the adjoining properties.” These 
project design features improve project compatibility with the surrounding community and 
surrounding agricultural operations. 
 
To analyze the potential indirect impacts associated with agricultural operations in the 
immediate project vicinity, the FEIR identified thirteen “agricultural adjacency areas” or “AAs,” 
around those portions of the project perimeter where the proposed development would abut 
existing off-site agricultural operations.  (FEIR, Figure 2.4-7; ARR Figure 16)   Analysis of the 
project's impacts relative to each AA is presented in FEIR Section 2.4.2.3 and ARR Section 3.0.  
For those AAs where the FEIR identifies potentially significant impacts, mitigation is proposed 
that requires: (1) establishment of a 50-foot wide agricultural buffer planted with two rows of the 
appropriate tree crop; (2) establishment of a limited building zone ("LBZ") beyond the 
agricultural buffer of varying widths dependent upon the site specifics; and (3) construction of a 
6-foot high fence made of either solid masonry or a combination of masonry and metal.  (FEIR 
p. 2.4-28 [mitigation measures M-AG-2, M-AG-3, and M-AG-4])  Section II of this Global 
Response provides additional information specific to the recommended mitigation measures.  
 
Compatibility buffers are the primary tool for increasing compatibility between existing 
agricultural uses/resources and proposed new non-agricultural uses.  (County Guidelines, p. 50)  
While no buffer width is scientifically proven to address the entire potential range of compatibility 
impacts, buffers are, nevertheless, the most important tool to minimize interface conflicts.  
(County Guidelines, p. 51)  
 
As further discussed in Section II, below, to be effective, the design and width of the agricultural 
buffers should be based upon site specific conditions of topography, weather patterns, and the 
commodity uses in the area, and the buffers should be related to the anticipated interface 
conflicts.  (Id.)  Relative to the proposed project, as noted above, the recommended mitigation 
measures would provide a minimum 50 foot agricultural buffer and an additional buffer of 
varying width through implementation of a LBZ.  As shown on Table 1 below, the total buffer 
width at each AA where significant impacts were identified varies depending upon topography, 
roadways, and other physical improvements, with the buffers ranging in width from 50 feet to 
242 feet and an average width of approximately 100 feet.1 

                                                 
1No mitigation is required for AAs 1, 2, 11, and 12 as impacts at these locations would be less than 
significant.  (FEIR, pp. 2.4-18, 2.4-21; ARR pp. 95, 101-102.)  
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Table 1. Agricultural Adjacency Area Buffer Widths 

Agricultural 
Adjacency 

Area  # 

Agricultural 
Buffer Width 

Agricultural Limited 
Building Zone (LBZ) 

Width1 

Total Width 

AA 3 50’ 20’ 70’ 
AA 4 50’ 0-42’2 50-92’ 
AA 5 50’ 50’ 100’ 
AA 6 50’ 50’ 100’ 
AA 7 50’ 0-50’  50-100’ 
AA 8 50’ 50’ 100’ 
AA 9 50’ 50’ 100’ 

AA 10 50’ 50-192’ 100-242’ 
AA 13 50’ 50’ 100’ 

1 LBZ widths do not include any portions of the LBZ that may overlap with the agricultural buffer 
Note, the agricultural and fire LBZ are identified on separate figures and are not identical due to 
their different purposes.  

2 The LBZ is 20 to 42 feet in areas where onsite residential uses are proposed adjacent to the 
project boundary. 
 

Figures 2.4-7a through 2.4-7i, added to subchapter 2.4 of the FEIR, illustrate the width of the 
agricultural buffer and LBZ, and the location of the 6-foot fence relative to each AA where the 
FEIR identifies potentially significant impacts. As described in M-AG-3, the fence shall be one of 
two types (refer to Exhibit 137 of the Specific Plan):  1) the solid masonry type with a foundation 
that extends below ground level and with no gaps; or 2) a combination of masonry and metal 
fencing with no gaps. Either type of fencing would provide adequate mitigation to minimize 
potential indirect impacts as the fencing would be solid with no gaps. As further discussed in 
Section II, the proposed mitigation measures work together to preserve the agricultural 
character of the project area and protect on-site land uses from adjacent agricultural activities, 
as well as provide for visual transitioning between existing agricultural operations and the 
project’s proposed land uses.  The mitigation measures would also serve to protect the off-site 
agriculture operations from the previously mentioned “edge effects” that can arise when 
residents from the project complain about noises, odors and dust. 
 
The following subsections respond to comments addressing specific components of the FEIR 
analysis.  
 

Domestic Pets and Pests 
 

The FEIR addresses the potential impacts associated with invasive pests and pets, and the 
related spread of pathogens/diseases, and determined that impacts are potentially significant.  
(FEIR, p. 2.4-22; ARR p. 104)  The FEIR acknowledges that non-native or invasive pets or 
pests (including human trespass) can cause damage to adjacent agriculture either through 
direct damage to trees and plants from trespass, invasive species (via unmaintained invasive 
ornamentals), or theft (e.g. crop loss or damage through theft or trespass) or indirectly through 
the spread of disease.     
 
Mitigation Measures M-AG-2, 3, and 4 would work synergistically to provide distance 
separation, visual and physical screening in the form of two rows of orchard trees, and a 
physical barrier in the six-foot solid fence with no gaps.  Based on a review of available literature 
regarding the adequacy of agricultural buffer widths (refer to Section II, below for additional 
discussion of the adequacy of buffer widths), the agricultural buffer including rows of trees, in 
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combination with the LBZ, would provide adequate separation between potential sources of 
pests and pets, as well as on-site invasive seeds and the off-site agricultural uses.  The six-foot 
fence, while not completely impenetrable by humans, large canines, and insects, would provide 
a significant barrier to most pets, most potential trespassers, and the spread of non-native 
invasive species.  The fence would also serve as a barrier to carriers/transmitters (e.g. horses 
and humans) of agricultural diseases and pathogens.   
 
In addition, in response to public comments, an additional project design consideration has 
been added to ensure on-site common area orchard trees are properly managed prevent 
breeding of pests. (FEIR Table 1-3) Part III of the Specific Plan, section M.15.k has also been 
revised to specify the management responsibility of the HOA with regard to common area fruit 
trees. Senior Uses 

 
The FEIR also addresses the potential impacts associated with senior uses and adjacent 
agricultural operations and determined that compatibility impacts are potentially significant.  
(FEIR, p. 2.4-17; ARR, pp. 99-102)  This area corresponds with AA8 and Figure 2.4-7f, 
discussed further in Section II of this Global Response.  The “Single-family Senior” or SFS 
designation proposed in Phases 4 and 5 are low-intensity uses similar in all respects to other 
single family residential uses within the project with the exception that the deeds would be age-
restricted.  The FEIR provides a detailed analysis of potential compatibility impacts and 
concludes that implementation of the recommended mitigation measures would provide 
adequate separation between the on- and off-site uses to assure compatibility and reduce 
impacts to less than significant.  Additionally, while the proposed residences would be located in 
the vicinity of agricultural operations that intermittently utilize aerial pesticide spraying, adequate 
regulatory safeguards are in place to protect both the proposed use and existing agricultural 
operations.  (See following discussion regarding aerial spraying.)   
 

Aerial Spraying  
 

The FEIR includes a detailed discussion regarding pesticide use, including the regulations in 
place to prevent harm to people or the surrounding environment.  (FEIR, pp. 2.4-6 to 2.4-7; ARR 
pp. 34-39) 
 
The California Code of Regulations (Title 3. Food and Agriculture, Division 6, Pesticides and 
Pest Control Operations) regulates the application of pesticides, and requires pesticide 
applicators to obtain a permit from a local official prior to the application of any pesticides. (Cal. 
Code Regs., tit. 3, § 6100 et seq.)  The permit application must include a map or description of 
the surrounding area showing any places that could be adversely affected by pesticide use.  (Id. 
§ 6428, subd. (c).) The regulations require the County Agricultural Commissioner ("CAC") to 
evaluate each restricted material use application and decide if it will cause substantial harm to 
people or the surrounding environment.  (Id. § 6432, subd. (a).)  The CAC has final discretionary 
authority to approve or deny application permits; however, the CAC must deny a permit 
application if it is determined that use of the pesticide may harm people or the environment and 
no restrictions are available to mitigate that harm.  (Id. §§ 6432, subd. (a), 6442.)  Because the 
applicant can appeal the denial, the CAC's decision must be well-substantiated and 
documented.  (Id.) 
 
The state regulations prohibit discharging pesticides directly onto a neighboring property without 
the consent of the owner or operator of the property, and impose penalties ranging from $700 to 
$5,000 for violation.  (Id. § 6130.)  The regulations also address “drift,” which is the airborne 
transportation of residual pesticides, during or after pesticide application, via aerial or ground 
spraying, onto adjoining properties or onto roadways, trails or other routes travelled, by the 
general public.  The discharge of pesticides onto a neighboring property as a result of drift also 
is prohibited and punishable through the same financial penalties referenced above. (Food & 
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Agric. Code §§ 12972, 12999.5(a).)  Drift is a primary concern for neighboring property owners 
and the public due to the possibility that pesticide drift may contribute to health concerns. (Id. §§ 
6000 ["Pesticide"], 6400, 6460.)  If the CAC decides that substantial harm is likely, the permit 
applicant may be required to evaluate alternatives, including not using a pesticide at all, or the 
CAC may impose extra controls designed to reduce the risk of harm to people or the 
environment.  (Id. §§ 6426, 6432.)  As noted above, the CAC must deny a permit application if it 
is determined that use of the pesticide may harm people or the environment and no restrictions 
are available to mitigate that harm.  (Id.) 
 
Additionally, to conduct aerial pesticide applications, a pilot must obtain a Qualified Applicator 
License, and Agricultural Pest Control Business License, and a Pest Control Aircraft Pilot 
Certificate. (Id. §§ 6500 - 6544.) In order to attain these licenses, the pilot must exhibit 
understanding and properly apply principles intended to maximize safety and minimize drift.  
(See, California Department of Pesticide Regulation, Pest Control Aircraft Pilot Study Guide. 
The Study Guide is available at www.cdpr.ca.gov/docs/license/pubs/pcap_cert_study_guide.pdf, 
and is incorporated herein by this reference.)  These include guidelines and regulations for pre-
application notification, calibration of equipment, droplet size, maximum wind speed, application 
speed, application height (altitude), ferrying to and from the job site, buffer zones, dilution, flow 
rate/volume per acre, spray patterns, and the purpose and toxicity of each particular pesticide to 
be applied.  (Id. at pp. 4-10 [Table 1: Aerial Applicator Performance Objectives].)  The pilot must 
also complete continuing education classes in order to renew the license.  (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 
3, § 6511.) 
 
In addition, because the control of drift is always a priority, either an on-site ground crew 
“flagger” or smoke generator is used to provide direction to the pilot regarding wind direction 
and wind speed.  (California Department of Pesticide Regulation, Pest Control Aircraft Pilot 
Study Guide, pp. 107-108.)  Geographic Positioning Systems (GPS) are used to give the pilot 
precise data about swath locations such that only the minimum effective amount of the pesticide 
is applied. (Id. at pp. 101-106 )  If the pilot is unfamiliar with the application site, the 
recommended procedure is for the pilot to scout the area for proximity to both flight hazards and 
also environmentally sensitive areas, such as lakes, streams, and riparian habitats or locations 
where people gather (e.g., schools, playgrounds, shopping centers).  (Id. at pp. 152-155.)    
 
The project would not preclude the use of aerial spraying as a part of normal agricultural 
practices in the surrounding area.  There are numerous guidelines in place that can make aerial 
spraying feasible, without drift, even in proximity to residential use.  Aerial spraying under the 
appropriate meteorological conditions (e.g. low wind), using equipment that is properly 
calibrated to release an appropriate droplet size (larger droplets can minimize drift) and at the 
appropriate height (altitude) can be conducted to ensure drift would not occur, as required by 
the regulations cited above.  (See, e.g., id. at p. 112 [Sidebar 20: How to Reduce Drift During 
Aerial Applications].) 
 
Specific to the proposed project and potential impacts to public trails associated with aerial 
spraying, as shown in Figure 1-8 of the FEIR, the project proposes public trails along several 
portions of the project boundaries, including adjacent to some of the AAs.  These trails include 
the “Multi-Use Trails” at AAs 1 and 2; “Ranch Multi-Use Trails” at AAs 3, 4, 6, 7, 8, 10, and 13; 
and a “community trail” along AA 5.  All of the state and County regulations regarding aerial 
spraying described above would be applicable to reduce potential impacts to the proposed 
public trails.  Additionally, implementation of mitigation measures M-AG-2, 3, and 4 described 
above would be required at each of the AAs referenced above.  In light of the extensive aerial 
spraying regulatory protections in place, in combination with the distance between the proposed 
trails and the subject agricultural lands and the intermittent use the trails would receive, it is 
highly unlikely that a trail user would be exposed to pesticide spraying, and as such potential 
impacts would be less than significant.  In addition, potential impacts from trail users to 

http://www.cdpr.ca.gov/docs/license/pubs/pcap_cert_study_guide.pdf
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surrounding agricultural operations would be prevented through fencing and agricultural buffers 
that would prevent theft, trespass and other potential conflicts with surrounding agricultural 
operations.  
 

Construction-Related Impacts   
 

The FEIR addresses potential impacts to agricultural resources associated with air contaminant 
generation, including the generation of particulate matter (PM) during project construction 
activities. (FEIR, pp. 2.4-22 to 2.4-23; ARR, p. 105.)  The analysis determined that standard air 
pollution control measures required during project construction activities would reduce any 
potential impacts to less than significant.  
 
Pursuant to the County’s Standard Mitigation and Project Design Consideration that requires 
compliance with the Grading, Clearing and Watercourses Ordinance Section 87.428, the project 
applicant will be required to implement one or more of the following measures during all grading 
activities: (1) Water actively disturbed surfaces three times a day; (2) Apply non-toxic soil 
stabilizers to inactive, exposed surfaces when not in use for more than 3 days. Non-toxic soil 
stabilizers should also be applied to any exposed surfaces immediately (i.e., less than 24 hours) 
following completion of grading activities if the areas would not be in use for more than 3 days 
following completion of grading; (3) Remove soil track-out from paved surfaces daily or more 
frequently as necessary; or (4) Minimize the track-out of soil onto paved surfaces by installation 
of wheel washers.  (FEIR Air Quality Technical Report [Appendix D], p. 47.)  
 
In addition, AQ-MM-2 requires the following dust control measures:  (1) installation of a 
“trackout” gravel bed at every access point used during construction, including every location 
off-road equipment transitions to paved surfaces; (2) application of chemical stabilizers to all 
unpaved storage/maintenance yards, parking areas, and unpaved roads; and (3) limitation of 
vehicle speeds to 15 miles per hour or less randomly verified by radar enforcement.  (FEIR Air 
Quality Technical Report [Appendix D], p. 50.) 
 
These air quality measures required during the construction phase of the project would ensure 
that construction-related dust would not be a significant impact to adjacent agricultural 
operators.  Similarly, air quality regulatory controls in place would reduce any potential impacts 
to future residents attributable to dust and smoke generation that may result from existing 
agricultural operations. As stated in the FEIR Air Quality Technical Report [Appendix D], p. 36,  
 

The State of California Health and Safety Code (H&S) Sections 41700 and 
41705, and San Diego Air Pollution Control District Rule 51, commonly referred 
to as public nuisance law, prohibit emissions from any source whatsoever in such 
quantities of air contaminants or other material, which cause injury, detriment, 
nuisance, or annoyance to the public health or damage to property. 

 
Section 41704(b) of the Health and Safety Code exempts from the public nuisance law, 
agricultural burning for which a permit has been granted pursuant to Article 3 (commencing with 
Section 41850). Agricultural burning would continue to be allowed and enforced through this 
regulation, which ensures continued ability of agricultural operations to carry out agricultural 
burning, subject to Health and Safety Code requirements. In addition, the regulations and permit 
requirements consider meteorological conditions and air quality conditions prior to issuance of 
an agricultural burning permit. Therefore, existing regulations would provide adequate protection 
for both future residents and existing agricultural operations.     
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Increased Nighttime Lighting   
 

The FEIR addresses potential impacts to nearby agricultural operations attributable to project 
nighttime lighting.  (FEIR, pp. 2.4-23; ARR, p. 105.)  Such lighting can affect the growth patterns 
of greenhouse crops, and excessive nighttime lighting can affect moth and other nighttime 
pollinators.  However, the project would require that lighting be shielded and directed away from 
the off-site parcels. (FEIR, p. 1-55; Specific Plan Section 3.D.10; ARR, p. 108.)  Specifically, 
Project Design Consideration (PDC)-3 requires that community lighting be designed to provide 
adequate illumination for safety, security, and architectural accents, without over-lighting.  Light 
fixtures are to direct light to use areas and avoid light intrusion into adjacent agricultural and 
other land use areas.  Light shields are required to be used where necessary to avoid nuisance 
lighting, particularly in residential neighborhoods and adjacent to preserved natural open space.  
Additionally, lighting, including all landscape low voltage decorative lighting, is required to 
comply with the County’s light pollution code.  
 
Nevertheless, the FEIR determined that the project would result in significant indirect impacts at 
AAs 3 through 10 and 13, and includes mitigation requiring agricultural buffers (with rows of 
orchard trees), six-foot masonry fencing, and an additional  LBZ as shown in the table above.  
With these mitigation measures (and PDC-3), any potential impacts to off-site agricultural 
operations would be less than significant. 
 

School Related Impacts 
 

The FEIR addresses the potential impacts, i.e., conflicts, between the proposed school and 
existing agricultural operations.  (FEIR, pp. 2.4-15 to 2.4-16; ARR, pp. 73, 98)  As further 
explained below, the analysis determined that potential conflicts between the proposed school 
and existing agricultural uses likely would not occur due to the distance between the school and 
the existing agricultural uses (325 feet), the regulatory framework in place to address potential 
conflicts related to aerial pesticide spraying, and the installation of fencing and security gates 
that would prevent unauthorized ingress or egress to the school and eliminate 
trespass/vandalism conflicts.  
 
To address the likelihood of a significant land use conflict, the surrounding land uses within one 
mile of the proposed project site were reviewed.  The review determined that there are 1,347 
acres of orchards, 3 acres of row crops, 306 acres of greenhouse/nursery uses, 616 acres of 
estate residential uses, and 2,500 acres of undeveloped land located within one mile of the 
project site.  (ARR, p. 72)   
 
Table 2, Compatibility Level of Adjacent Land Uses, provides a breakdown of the surrounding 
land uses, their relative compatibility level with non-agricultural uses, and their locations relative 
to the AAs; the southern boundary of the proposed school would be located in the vicinity of AA 
6 (FEIR, p. 2.4-19; ARR, p. 98.).   
 

Table 2 Compatibility Level of Adjacent Land Uses  
Land Use Compatibility Level1 Off-site Location 

Row Crops Moderately Compatible AA 13  
Orchards  Highly Compatible AA 9 
Orchards – Aerially Sprayed Moderately Compatible AA 5; AA 6; AA 8; AA 

10 
Estate Residential Highly Compatible AA 3; AA 4; AA 12 
Greenhouse/Nursery Highly Compatible AA 7; AA 11;  
Undeveloped Highly Compatible N/A 

1 Compatibility levels have been assigned to each land use / crop type based on a review of compatibility 
information contained in the County Guidelines (pp. 33-34, 43) and related sources.  
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As shown on Table 2, there are existing orchards subject to aerial spraying to the south of the 
proposed school site (i.e., south of and adjacent to AA 6).   
 
The site of the proposed school is located in the southern portion of Phase III and was sited 
such that it would not be directly adjacent to the neighboring orchards.  The school site is 
approximately 325 feet from the nearby agricultural operation (at its closest point) and the site 
would include fencing and security gates to prevent unauthorized ingress or egress, thus 
preventing children from wandering closer to the orchards than the school boundaries.  (FEIR, 
pp. 2.4-16; ARR, p. 73)   
 
As the orchards directly south of the school site utilize aerial (helicopter) chemical applications 
as a means of pest control, County pesticide application records were accessed.  (FEIR, p. 2.4-
16; ARR, p. 73)  Those records show that aerial spraying on the property nearest to the school 
site occurred between five and ten times within the last five years; which equates to once or 
twice per year on average.  (Id.) 
 
Aerial spraying and other chemical applications would likely continue after project 
implementation as the project would not preclude aerial spraying, which could continue provided 
the applicable state and County regulations discussed above are adhered to. Based on 
adherence to these existing regulations applicable to aerial pesticide spraying, including specific 
measures to ensure aerial applications are permitted only when drift would be minimized or 
avoided (e.g., permissible weather conditions such as wind speed, humidity, inversions), the  
325 foot distance between the proposed school site and the Project boundary, including the 50-
foot agricultural buffer and two rows of trees, would provide an adequate buffer from potential 
off-site agricultural pesticide drift; a vegetation buffer can significantly reduce drift from spray 
application to orchard and row crops (see footnote 4, page 13). Thus, adherence to the state 
regulations and permit requirements related to aerial pesticide spraying (discussed above under 
the Aerial Spraying header), in combination with the buffer provided as part of the project 
design, would eliminate the potential for aerial pesticide “drift” onto neighboring properties, 
including the proposed school; therefore, indirect impacts associated with existing agricultural 
operations on the proposed school would be less than significant. 
 

Continued Viability of Existing Agricultural Operations.   
 

The County Guidelines expressly require consideration of impacts relating to the viability of 
agriculture only as to land that is under a Williamson Act Contract.  (County Guidelines, p. 42)  
As reported in the FEIR, there are no Williamson Act Contract lands within the project site.  The 
two parcels under Williamson Act Contract nearest the project site are located approximately 
0.6 mile northeast of the project boundary and are on the opposite side of Keys Canyon, a 
major drainage.  (FEIR, p. 2.4-14; ARR, pp. 44-49, 68)  Because of the distance of the Contract 
lands from the proposed project, the lack of direct access between the project and the Contract 
lands, and the geographic isolation due to the rugged terrain of Keys Canyon, indirect 
compatibility impacts to these Contract lands would be less than significant.  (Id.)  
 
While not expressly required as part of the CEQA analysis, the FEIR nevertheless recognizes 
that in some cases physical adjacency can cause indirect impacts to existing agricultural 
operations making farming less viable from a financial and practical perspective: 
 
"Urban/agricultural indirect effects or compatibility issues that arise when development is placed 
adjacent to existing agriculture include pesticide applications, dust generation, and noise that 
originate from the farming activities, causing complaints by the surrounding new residential 
uses.  These types of complaints can create pressures resulting in the conversion of adjacent 
agricultural lands to non-agricultural uses….  Other indirect impacts of farmland conversions 
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could result from "edge effects," defined as changes that can occur where two different land use 
types meet….  For example, residents from the project may complain about noises, odors, and 
dust; and the farmers may complain about trespass, vandalism, water runoff, and damage to 
property.  In addition, complaints about pesticide applications have been discussed in preceding 
sections.  The pressure from adjoining neighbors' complaints related to legal farming activities 
may heighten the attractiveness of selling the farm for development.  If this were to occur, 
eventually another indirect conversion could result from a leapfrog or non-contiguous 
development pattern. " (ARR p. 71.) 
 
The FEIR recognizes that compatibility issues including invasive pests and pets, 
pathogens/diseases, air contaminant generation, and nighttime lighting can be contributors to 
the degradation of the viability of off-site farms.  However, such impacts would be less than  
significant because:  (1) the crop types found within the vicinity are primarily citrus and avocado 
groves and flower/nursery operations, which are not usually found to be incompatible with 
residential uses (refer to Table 2); (2) the proposed residential uses do not create conditions 
(e.g., air contamination/degradation, nighttime lighting) that would adversely affect off-site 
agriculture; (3) the project would be subject to regulatory requirements for the control of storm 
water discharges; and (4) the project would include homeowner disclosure documents issued 
pursuant to the County Agricultural Enterprises and Consumer Information Ordinance.  (ARR, 
pp. 105-106.)   
 
The County Agricultural Enterprises and Consumer Information Ordinance (County Code 
§64.401) is a “right-to-farm act,” which seeks to protect farmers from nuisance complaints by 
neighboring property owners.  (County Guidelines, p. 52)  Under the Ordinance, if a commercial 
agricultural use operating according to proper and accepted customs and standards, existed in 
a location for three years and was not a nuisance when it began, the agricultural use shall not 
become a private or public nuisance due to any change in the locality.  (County Guidelines, p. 
52)  Accordingly, the project incorporates a project design consideration that requires disclosure 
statements notifying potential owners that the adjacent property could potentially be used for 
agricultural operations that could be associated with odors, noise, and vectors and that 
agricultural uses maintain certain rights to practice agriculture in accordance with normal and 
accepted practices. (FEIR, p 1-55.) 
 
Considering also implementation of mitigation requiring the establishment of 50-foot agricultural 
buffers where potentially significant compatibility conflicts were identified, the FEIR concludes 
that impacts associated with the degradation of viability of off-site farms would be less than 
significant.  (ARR, pp. 105-106) 
 
Correspondingly, as the potential impacts are cumulative in nature, the FEIR notes that the 
pressure, inconvenience, and increased costs of operating remaining farms in areas converting 
to other uses may render continued farming infeasible, or, at least, heighten the attractiveness 
of selling other farms for development.  (FEIR, p. 2.4-26)  However, as the indirect impacts 
associated with edge effects would be reduced to less than significant with implementation of 
the identified mitigation measures and the project design considerations, the project would not 
contribute to a cumulatively considerable impact.  (Id.; ARR, pp. 105-106)    
 
This conclusion is consistent with agricultural use patterns in the County as viable farming in the 
County typically occurs among residential land uses: 
 
"The viability of farming on residential parcels is further supported by the fact that in San Diego 
County there are no exclusive agricultural zones.  Farming is allowed in any zone [Zoning 
District], providing flexibility for agricultural operations to occur where the resources and site 
conditions make it favorable to do so.  This is in contrast to other areas of the State where large 
tracts of farmland exist with few non-agricultural land uses intermixed among the farmland.  In 
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San Diego County, farming typically occurs among residential land uses.  The creation of 
smaller, more affordable, and viable agricultural parcels creates opportunities for farming when 
considering the cost of land in San Diego County and the fact that high value agriculture on 
small parcels is common here."  (County Guidelines, p. 47; see also General Plan EIR; p. 2.2-32 
(August 2011) [“small farming operations are typical in the County, and many existing and 
potential agricultural operations are located on small parcels with intermixed surrounding land 
uses.”]) 
 
Previously discussed mitigation measures AG-2, AG-3, and AG-4, in addition to project design 
considerations, address the potential for indirect impacts to occur to offsite operations that could 
impact long term economic viability of agricultural operations.  For example, fencing would be 
constructed adjacent to areas where potential adjacency issues were identified.  Fencing would 
prevent trespass, theft, and minimize potential for spreading pathogens or disease.  A 50-foot-
wide agricultural buffer planted with tree crops will also be provided to create a transition 
between offsite agricultural operations and residential uses.  An LBZ would also provide buffers 
and transition between agricultural and residential use by restricting certain incompatible uses in 
these areas, such as swimming pools and picnic areas.  
 
The FEIR found that these mitigation measures would fully mitigate the potential indirect 
impacts to agricultural resources that can occur from conflicts that occur at the urban-
agricultural interface.  Land use conflicts such as increased theft and complaints about typical 
agricultural practices would be minimized.  It is these types of conflicts that can be associated 
with decreased economic viability of farming because complaints, theft, and limitations on 
pesticide use can have economic implications if the conflicts are severe.  Because the project 
would fully mitigate the potential for these indirect impacts through fencing and agricultural 
buffers, resulting impacts to the economic viability of farming would not occur.  
 
Other conflicts associated with an urban agricultural interface include fears of nuisance related 
complaints, increased liability, and economic instability caused by urbanization and changing 
land values (see County Guidelines, pp. 37 – 38).  However these types of conflicts would be 
speculative and dependent on factors outside of the control of an individual project.  For 
example, economic instability could be linked to greater economic conditions in the housing 
market or in agricultural markets.  Adverse impacts from fears of nuisance complaints or 
increased liability could have a greater dependence on the behaviors and attitudes of 
agricultural operators and residents.  The project design consideration to require notices to 
prospective property owners would assist with educating future residents of the nature of 
agricultural operations prior to purchase of property.  Any resulting economic impact from these 
types of issues would be speculative.  (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15145) 
 
Relatedly, while the project has the potential to result in adverse physical environmental effects 
due to growth inducement, any potential impacts relative to the continued viability of existing 
farming operations are too speculative to identify at this time because the specific nature, 
design and timing of future projects are unknown. (FEIR, Section 1.8)   
 
II. The FEIR Mitigation Measures are Adequate to Reduce Identified Impacts to Less 

than Significant 
 

As discussed in Section I, above, the FEIR concludes that the Project would result in potentially 
significant impacts relating to compatibility between the proposed project and existing 
agricultural uses and the potential conversion of such uses to non-agricultural uses.  As also 
noted, mitigation measures are recommended that would reduce the identified impacts to less 
than significant.  (FEIR, pp. 2.4-27 to 2.4-29)  Specific to these impacts, the FEIR includes the 
following three mitigation measures:  
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M-AG-2 A 50-foot-wide agricultural buffer planted with two rows of the appropriate 
tree crop (e.g., citrus, avocado) shall be provided.  This buffer shall be 
located where residential uses in the project would abut existing, adjacent 
orchards and other agricultural operations in order to create a transition 
between the two uses and as illustrated in FEIR Figures 2.4-7a through 2.4-
7i, incorporated by reference and made a part of this mitigation measure.  
This buffer shall be required at impact locations AG-2 through AG-11 and 
AG-13 through AG-15, with the exception that AG-6 (AA 4), AG-9 (AA 9) and 
AG-3 (AA 13) would provide less than two rows of trees due to site 
constraints as detailed in Figures 2.4-7b, 2.4-7g, and 2.4-7i.   

 
M-AG-3 A 6-foot high fence shall be maintained along the southern edge of the park 

(AG-2), the institutional site (AG-3), the age-restricted area (AG-4), and at the 
other project boundaries discussed above where compatibility impacts would 
require mitigation (AG-6 through AG-11), each as illustrated in FEIR Figures 
2.4-7a through 2.4-7i, incorporated by reference and made a part of this 
mitigation measure.  The fencing would be required in order to prevent 
intrusion by people and domesticated pets and to reduce the chances of 
theft, spreading pathogens or diseases (AG-14 and AG-15, respectively).  
The fence shall be one of two types (refer to Exhibit 137 of the Specific Plan): 
1) the solid masonry type with a foundation that extends below ground level 
and with no gaps; or 2) a combination of masonry and metal fencing with no 
gaps. 

 
M-AG-4 A Limited Building Zone shall be established to prohibit habitable structures 

as well as any structure (e.g., covered patios and picnic shade structures, a 
community building, etc.) which could accommodate congregating residents, 
visitors, or children.  The prohibition includes (but is not limited to) ball fields, 
swimming pools, horseshoe pits, picnic areas, or any other uses that would 
attract or keep people near the project boundary or AA.  This mitigation shall 
be implemented at the park site (AG-2), the institutional and age-restricted 
areas (AG-3 and AG-4) and along the project boundaries where it is 
necessary to discourage new residents from being within close proximity to 
off-site agricultural uses (AG-5, AG-6; and AG-8 through AG-11), each as 
illustrated in FEIR Figures 2.4-7a through 2.4-7i, incorporated by reference 
and made a part of this mitigation measure.  This LBZ would also serve to 
mitigate impacts AG-13, AG-14, and AG-15.2 

 
FEIR Figures 2.4-7a through 2.4-7i, illustrate the placement and width of the buffers required by 
measures M-AG-2 and M-AG-4, and the fence required by M-AG-3. 
 
The County of San Diego does not require or specify a minimum buffer width in order "to allow 
for flexibility in project and buffer width design and to enable consideration of the variety of site 
specific conditions that would affect the adequacy of a compatibility buffer."  (County Guidelines 
p. 51)  A potentially significant impact “requires consideration of the customary agricultural 
activities associated with surrounding agricultural operations and the degree to which those 
activities would be compatible with the proposed project."  (County Guidelines p. 42)   
 

                                                 
2Additionally, mitigation measure M-AG-4, which is directed at potential impacts associated with 
compatibility between the on-site agricultural uses and future project residents, would provide a 100-foot 
fuel modification zone/limited building zone between ongoing agricultural uses and the proposed 
residential development. (FEIR, p. 2.4-29)  
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For example, orchard crops such as avocadoes and citrus are often compatible 
with residential uses . . . [.] The degree of compatibility of the agricultural use with 
non-agricultural uses will determine the distance that an evaluation of potential 
impacts will be required.  For example, a project proposed near but not adjacent 
to orchard crops, will not usually result in significant indirect impacts to these 
resources.  . . . Orchard crops such as avocadoes and citrus typically have fewer 
compatibilities issues than nurseries, confined animal facilities, and row crop 
production . . . [.] (County Guidelines pp. 42-43) 

 
Accordingly, "[t]he site specific conditions of each project must be evaluated to identify the 
potential conflicts that could occur.  Once . . . identified, project design elements should be 
considered that would eliminate the potential conflicts."  (County Guidelines, p. 50)   
 
The design and width of compatibility buffers should be based on the site specific conditions of 
topography, weather patterns, and the commodity uses in the area and should be related to the 
anticipated interface conflicts.  For example, if offsite agricultural uses are separated by a 
topographic feature that provides an adequate buffer, additional project features to reduce a 
potential impact may not be required.  If odor or chemical use was a potential interface issue 
and the project was located downwind from the project site, the potential for conflicts would be 
reduced, reducing requirements for site specific project design measures.  The type of 
commodity production will affect the severity of potential interface conflicts because each 
agricultural commodity is managed differently (i.e. frequency of harvesting, truck traffic, 
chemical use, odors, etc.) and those management activities result in varying degrees of 
potential conflict. (County Guidelines p. 51)   
 
In determining the width of the agricultural buffer and related LBZ proposed by mitigation 
measures M-AG-2 and M-AG-3, in addition to the County Guidelines, the County also reviewed 
and considered the literature review presented in Agricultural Buffer Criteria For The City Of 
Arroyo Grande (Pennebaker, Laura A. (2009), M.S. Thesis, Degree of Master of City and 
Regional Planning, California Polytechnic State University, San Luis Obispo).  The review was 
conducted to "evaluate agricultural buffer policies present in other jurisdictions throughout 
California and determine appropriate criteria for the construction and maintenance of an 
agricultural buffer in the City of Arroyo Grande."  The Pennebaker literature review is included 
as an Attachment to this Global Response 
 
At the outset, Ms. Pennebaker identified the limited research and literature that evaluated buffer 
recommendations for reducing conflict between agricultural and non-agricultural uses.  (Id. at 
pp. 13-15)   
 
First, Ms. Pennebaker reviewed the Provincial Agricultural Land Commission of British 
Columbia's (PALC) Landscaped Buffer Specifications, which "sets out a graduation of buffer 
types ranging from simple vegetation screens to comprehensive buffers incorporating berms, 
fencing and planting for the screening of noise, views, dust and sprays."  (Id.)  The Landscaped 
Buffer Specifications identifies four recommended buffer types, which ranged from a minimum 
of 10 feet to a maximum of 66 feet, including design elements of trees, shrubs, and fencing.  (Id. 
at pp. 15-16)  
 
Second, Ms. Pennebaker reviewed the California Department of Natural Resources, Local 
Government and Planning's (DNRLGP) policy paper, Planning Guidelines: Separating 
Agriculture and Residential Land Uses, which "provides technical advice and guidance on 
reducing the potential for conflict between farming activities and residential development."  (Id. 
at pp. 16-17)  The Planning Guidelines generally recommend a "buffer of 300 meters (984 feet) 
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for open ground conditions and 40 meters (131 feet) where a vegetated buffer element can be 
installed and maintained."  (Id. at p. 18)3   
 
Third, Ms. Pennebaker reviewed the City of Abbotsford, British Columbia's draft policy 
document, A Landscape Buffering Strategy for the Agricultural-Urban Interface, which "serve[d] 
to outline a strategy for designing the interface areas between agriculture and urban uses[.]"  
(Id.)  This study developed five buffer types to address edge conditions between the City and 
adjacent agricultural lands at the periphery, which included a minimum recommended buffer 
width of 10 feet that encompassed trees and fencing as design elements, to a maximum 
recommended buffer width of 100 feet that encompassed trees, fencing, trails, roads, and other 
topographical features.  (Id. at pp. 19-20)   
 
Fourth, Ms. Pennebaker reviewed a study published by the British Columbia Ministry of 
Agriculture and Lands Resource Management Branch (BCMA), which revealed both benefits 
and problems associated with buffers.  (Id. at p. 21)  Specifically, the study "revealed benefits . . 
. including the ability of vegetative buffers to reduce urban and agricultural related impacts.  
Buffers were found to provide the following benefits to agricultural and non-farming interests:  
increased aesthetics, reduced wind, provision of shade, privacy, wildlife habitat, economic value 
through increased harvest and keeping farms 'out of sight and out of mind' (BCMA, 2003, p. 
31)."  (Id.)  The BCMA identified "common problems associated with vegetative buffers" to 
include "bird and rodent pests, insects and weeds, unwanted shading, inadequate separation 
between the buffer and neighboring fields or homes[.]"  (Id.)  
 
Further, Ms. Pennebaker reviewed a study published by Sonya Hammond, entitled Can City 
and Farm Co-exist? The Agricultural Buffer Experience in California, in which Ms. Hammond 
conducted research "targeted at determining the rationale, design and planning process 
associated with agricultural buffers in cities and counties throughout California."  (Id. at p. 22)  In 
particular, the Hammond study reviewed the advantages and disadvantages associated with 
certain buffer elements, and determined buffers that: (i) include fences reduce the movement of 
rodents and pests; (ii) incorporate existing topographic or natural features such as roads and 
utility right-of-ways are cost effective and supplement buffer setbacks; (iii) involve limited 
building setbacks increase buffer suitability; and, (iv) include jogging trails and recreational 
areas (such as parks) diminish conflict and provide connectivity for the community.  (Id. at pp. 
23-24.)  Pennebaker notes that "Hammond also . . . emphasized that buffers should be 
promoted as another aspect of infrastructure needed to make a site suitable for housing."  (Id. at 
p. 24) 
 
In concluding, Ms. Pennebaker determined that the agricultural buffer requirements previously 
adopted by the City of Arroyo Grande, which provide for a minimum 100 foot buffer on all 
parcels proposed for non-agricultural development adjacent to agricultural uses, were adequate 
for that City's needs.  (Id. at p. 10; see also id. at p. 69)4  However, as noted in the research 
cited above, an average buffer width of approximately 100 feet was acceptable in other settings. 
Ms. Pennebaker cautiously notes that agricultural buffers are not to be uniformly applied.  "The 
                                                 
3A vegetated buffer element would be installed and maintained as part of the agricultural buffer at each 
impacted location pursuant to mitigation measure M-AG-2. 
4Ms. Pennebaker also identified literature that studied the efficacy of vegetative buffers as it relates to 
pesticide use and pesticide drift between agricultural and adjacent land.  In particular, "[f]ield studies 
conducted in . . . South Holland measured surface water emissions from agricultural fields containing 
mandatory vegetative buffers and found that buffer strips reduced nutrient emission to surface water by 
50-89% and pesticide emissions by 75-95% (Slots and Van der Vlies, 2007)."  (Id.)  Additionally, while 
"[p]esticide drift research is subject to a number of confounding variables including type of crop 
production, type of product used, spray method and droplet size, as well as climatic and wind conditions[,] 
. . . vegetation can significantly reduce drift from spray application to orchard and row crops (Zande et al., 
2004)."  (Id. at p. 14) 
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process by which cities and counties approach agricultural land conservation and the mitigation 
of conflict at the rural/urban interface is inherently unique."  (Id. at p. 75, italics added)  "The 
actual development of agricultural buffer policies requires consideration of numerous 
confounding variables as well as site and project specific variables."  (Id.)   
 
The County of San Diego has reviewed Ms. Pennebaker's study, the literature review examined 
therein, and Ms. Pennebaker's recommendation to the City of Arroyo Grande.  Heeding Ms. 
Pennebaker's advice, the FEIR considered the numerous variables of the project site to 
formulate the mitigation measures.  (See FEIR, Subchapter 2.4; FEIR, Appendix F)  Because 
the process of developing agricultural buffers is "inherently unique," the "proposed mitigation 
measures work together to preserve the agricultural character of the project area and protect 
on-site land uses from adjacent agricultural activities[.]"  (See FEIR, Appendix F, p. 76)   
 
Further, based upon the literature reviewed in Ms. Pennebaker's study, the County has 
determined that the recommended mitigation measures, as outlined in the FEIR, are adequate.  
In particular, the Pennebaker study reveals that adequate buffer widths can range from 10 feet, 
to 66 feet, to 131 feet and the adequacy of buffer widths is ultimately dependent on site specific 
conditions and crops.  Given the range of potentially adequate buffer widths, an average 
recommended buffer width, cited in the research addressed in the Pennebaker study, is 
approximately 100 feet.  As previously noted, mitigation measures M-AG-2 and M-AG-4 would 
provide a combined agricultural buffer/LBZ width of 100 feet at six locations, with a minimum 
buffer 70 feet wide at AA3, a buffer of 50 to 92 feet at AA4, and a minimum buffer 50 feet wide 
along a portion of AA 7. Site specific justification for these buffer widths less than 100 feet are 
provided in the discussion below.   
 
In addition, the resulting buffers would contain design elements advocated by all of the studies 
Ms. Pennebaker cited.  The use of trees, fences, trails, roadways, parks, and utility right-of-
ways, as described in the FEIR and this Global Response, are consistent with the design 
elements suggested by the studies.     
 
The following discussion separately addresses each of the AAs where significant impacts were 
identified and describes the recommended mitigation that would reduce the identified impacts to 
less than significant. 
 
AA 3  
 
AA 3 is located between off-site agricultural operations and proposed on-site residential lots.  
(FEIR, p. 2.4-18)  The off-site, adjacent uses include estate residences, groves, youth camps, 
and religious retreats.  (Id.)  Standel Lane is situated between the proposed project and the 
adjacent agricultural operations.  (Id.; ARR, p. 95)  In addition, there is an existing fence that 
runs the length of AA 3 on the west side of Standel Lane, bordering the adjacent single family 
residential area.  A portion of the existing Standel Lane extends onto the offsite property, which 
would provide a larger buffer width, however this area is not included in the buffer width since it 
is located outside of the project boundaries.   
 
To mitigate potential compatibility impacts, the FEIR proposes a 70-foot wide buffer that is 
comprised of the portion of Standel Lane within the project boundaries, two rows of trees, and 
an LBZ of 20 feet.  (ARR, pp. 95-96)  Therefore, the total buffer for AA 3 would be 70 feet wide, 
with two rows of trees, a fence, and a public road.  (ARR, Figure 16a) The 70 foot buffer width is 
calculated based only on the on-site portions of the buffer. However, off-site lands adjacent to 
the on-site buffer include a portion of Standel Lane that would provide additional buffering 
between the off-site agricultural uses and the on-site residences. Furthermore, in this location, 
there are existing residential uses located on the off-site agricultural properties. For these 
reasons, the 70 foot on-site buffer is determined to be adequate.  
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As proposed, the buffer would include project design and compatibility elements – termed 
"compatibility buffers" – recommended by the County Guidelines.  (County Guidelines pp. 50-
51)  The proposed buffer includes recommended "natural barriers created by landscape 
features such as . . . planted vegetation; [and] physical barriers such as roads or walls."  (Id.)  In 
addition, the buffer would incorporate fencing as a barrier to minimize trespassing and a 
limitation on building to reduce density near adjacent farmland.  (Id.)  Moreover, the existing 
estate residences, groves, youth camps, and religious retreats are generally compatible with the 
proposed uses (see Table 2, Compatibility Level of Adjacent Land Uses).  As such, the 
proposed compatibility buffers would provide land use transitions to reduce real or perceived 
conflicts between agricultural operations and new non-agricultural neighbors.  (County 
Guidelines p. 51) The County Guidelines are incorporated herein by reference. 
 
AA 4  
 
AA 4 is located between off-site agricultural operations and proposed on-site residential lots and 
a park. (FEIR, pp. 2.4-18 to 2.4-19)  The off-site, adjacent agricultural operations include citrus 
and avocado orchards and estate residences.  (Id.; ARR pp. 95-96)  Rocking Horse Road is 
situated between the proposed project and the adjacent agricultural operations.  (ARR, Figure 
16b)  To mitigate potential compatibility impacts, the FEIR proposes an agricultural buffer 50 
feet wide that includes two rows of trees except in locations where a proposed trail would 
meander through the buffer.  The proposed trail is considered compatible with the agricultural 
buffer because a fence is proposed along the north side of Rocking Horse Road, to provide 
further separation between the on-site uses and off-site agricultural operations. In addition, trails 
are used intermittently and would not result in ongoing human presence. Approximately 10 feet 
of Rocking Horse Road, within the project boundaries, would be included in the 50-foot wide 
buffer.  Additionally, an LBZ is proposed in locations where the buffer is adjacent to proposed 
single family residential uses. In those locations, the LBZ ranges from 20 feet to 42 feet. (ARR, 
pp. 95-96)  Therefore, the total buffer in this area would range between  70 and 92 feet wide, 
and would include two rows of trees, a fence, an LBZ, and a public road.  (ARR, Figure 16b).  
 
In the locations where the buffer is only 50 feet and there is no LBZ, there are no proposed 
residential uses, which minimizes the potential for compatibility conflicts. In this particular 
location the existing Valley Center Municipal Water District water tank, a park, and a trail would 
be located on the project site. Off-site at this location are residential uses in close proximity to 
the property boundary. As a result, the 50 foot on-site buffer is adequate to mitigate potential 
indirect impacts to agriculture. The areas of the buffer that are slightly wider, between 70 to 92 
feet wide, are provided adjacent to proposed residential uses in order to provide additional 
separation. In combination with the existence of off-site residential uses adjacent to the project 
site in this location, the buffer width is found to be adequate. The existence of off-site residential 
uses means that existing agricultural operations already manage agricultural operations in a 
manner sensitive to residential uses and the introduction of new residential uses, separated by 
a buffer width of 70 to 92 feet, would not result in a significant indirect impact to agriculture.  
 
As proposed, the project agricultural buffers would include recommended "natural barriers 
created by landscape features such as . . . planted vegetation; [and] physical barriers such as 
roads or walls."  (County Guidelines, pp. 50-51)  In addition, the buffer would incorporate 
fencing as a barrier to minimize trespassing and a limitation on building to reduce density near 
adjacent farmland. (Id.)  Additionally, orchard crops, such as citrus and avocado, are "often 
compatible," do not "result in significant indirect impacts," and have "fewer compatibility issues" 
than other types of agricultural operations.  (County Guidelines, p. 43) 
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AA 5 
 
AA 5 is located between off-site agricultural operations and proposed residential uses.  (FEIR, 
p. 2.4-19)  The off-site, adjacent agricultural operation includes off-site groves that are 
intermittently aerially sprayed with pesticide.  (ARR, Figure 10)   
 
To mitigate potential compatibility impacts, the FEIR proposes a buffer 50 feet wide, along with 
two rows of trees, a LBZ of 50 feet, and a fence between the adjacent, existing agricultural 
operations and the proposed residential development.  (ARR, p. 97)  Therefore, the total buffer 
in AA 5 would be 100 feet wide, with two rows of trees, and a fence.  (ARR, Figure 16c). Based 
on the literature review discussed above, a 100 foot buffer width is determined to be adequate. 
The buffer, including two rows of trees, in combination with the solid six foot fence, would 
ensure potential indirect impacts to agriculture are reduced to less than significant.  
 
As proposed, the buffers would include recommended "natural barriers created by landscape 
features such as . . . planted vegetation; [and] physical barriers such as roads or walls."  
(County Guidelines, pp. 50-51.)  In addition, the buffer would incorporate fencing as a barrier to 
minimize trespassing and a limitation on building to reduce density near adjacent farmland.  (Id.)   
 
Further, as discussed in detail in Section I above, aerial pesticide spraying is regulated at both 
the State and County levels as pesticide applicators are subject to a rigorous permitting 
process.  The County, through the CAC, is required to deny a permit application if it is 
determined that the pesticide use may harm people or the environment and no restrictions are 
available to mitigate that harm.  As also discussed above, pilots conducting aerial pesticide 
applications are required through the applicable licensing process to exhibit understanding and 
properly apply principles intended to maximize safety and minimize pesticide drift.   
 
AA 6 
 
AA 6 is located between off-site agricultural operations and the proposed park.  (FEIR, p. 2.4-
19; ARR pp. 72-73, 98, Figure 10)  The off-site, adjacent agricultural operations include citrus 
and avocado orchards that are intermittently aerially sprayed with pesticide.  (Id.) Covey Lane is 
situated between the proposed project and the adjacent agricultural operations.  (ARR, p. 98)   
 
To mitigate potential compatibility impacts to the proposed park, the FEIR proposes an 
agricultural buffer 50 feet wide, along with two rows of trees, a LBZ of 50 feet, and a fence 
between the adjacent, existing agricultural operations and the proposed park site.  (Id.)  
Therefore, the total buffer in this area would be 100 feet wide, and include two rows of trees, a 
fence, and a public road.  (ARR, Figure 16d). Based on the literature review discussed above, a 
100 foot buffer width is determined to be adequate. The buffer, including two rows of trees, in 
combination with the solid six foot fence would ensure potential indirect impacts to agriculture 
are reduced to less than significant. 
 
As proposed, the buffers would include recommended "natural barriers created by landscape 
features such as . . . planted vegetation; [and] physical barriers such as roads or walls."  
(County Guidelines, pp. 50-51.)  In addition, the buffer would incorporate fencing as a barrier to 
minimize trespassing and a limitation on building to reduce density near adjacent farmland.  (Id.)  
Additionally, orchard crops, such as citrus and avocado, are "often compatible," do not "result in 
significant indirect impacts," and have "fewer compatibility issues" than other types of 
agricultural operations.  (County Guidelines, Section 4.2.2) 
 
Further, as discussed in detail in Section I above, aerial pesticide spraying is regulated at both 
the state and County levels as pesticide applicators are subject to a rigorous permitting process.  
The County, through the CAC, is required to deny a permit application if it is determined that the 
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pesticide use may harm people or the environment and no restrictions are available to mitigate 
that harm.  As also discussed above, pilots conducting aerial pesticide applications are required 
through the applicable licensing process to exhibit understanding and properly apply principles 
intended to maximize safety and minimize pesticide drift.   
 
AA 7 
 
AA 7 is located between off-site agricultural operations and proposed on-site residential lots.  
(FEIR, p. 2.4-20; ARR pp. 98-99)  The off-site, adjacent agricultural operations include off-site 
flower crop production with nursery/greenhouse uses.  (Id.)   
 
To mitigate potential compatibility impacts, the FEIR proposes an agricultural buffer 50 feet 
wide, along with two rows of trees, an LBZ of 50 feet (for 1,122 feet of the project boundary), 
and a fence.  (FEIR, p. 2.4-20; ARR p. 99)  Therefore, the total buffer in this area would range 
between 50 feet wide to 100 feet wide, include two rows of trees, and a fence.  (ARR, Figure 
16e.). The portion of the project site that has a reduced buffer width of 50 feet is adjacent to 
flower crop production and nursery/greenhouse uses. A reduced buffer in this area is adequate 
due to the general compatibility of the offsite crop (see Table 2, Compatibility Level of Adjacent 
Land Uses), the two rows of trees included in the agricultural buffer, and because a solid fence 
would provide additional separation between the onsite residences and offsite agricultural uses.  
 
As proposed, the buffers would include recommended "natural barriers created by landscape 
features such as . . . planted vegetation; [and] physical barriers such as roads or walls."  
(County Guidelines, pp. 50-51.)  In addition, the buffer would incorporate fencing as a barrier to 
minimize trespassing and a limitation on building to reduce density near adjacent farmland.  (Id.)  
Moreover, the existing off-site flower crop production and nursery/greenhouse uses are 
generally considered compatible with the proposed uses (see Table 2, Compatibility Level of 
Adjacent Land Uses).  
 
AA 8  
 
AA 8 is located between off-site agricultural operations and proposed on-site age-restricted 
residential uses (i.e., a senior living community).  (FEIR 2.4-17, 2.4-20; ARR pp. 99-100)  The 
off-site agricultural operations include intensely farmed groves that are aerially sprayed with 
pesticides.  (Id., ARR, Figure 10)  
 
To mitigate potential compatibility impacts, the FEIR proposes a buffer 50 feet wide, along with 
two rows of trees, and a fence between the adjacent, existing agricultural operations and the 
proposed residential use. In addition a 50-foot wide LBZ is proposed, making the width of the 
buffer 100 feet. (FEIR 2.4-17, 2.4-20; ARR pp. 99-100, Figures 1-8, 16f). Based on the literature 
review discussed above, a 100 foot buffer width is determined to be adequate. The buffer, 
including two rows of trees, in combination with the solid six foot fence would ensure potential 
indirect impacts to agriculture are reduced to less than significant. 
 
As proposed, the buffers would include recommended "natural barriers created by landscape 
features such as . . . planted vegetation; [and] physical barriers such as roads or walls."  
(County Guidelines, pp. 50-51.)  In addition, the buffer would incorporate fencing as a barrier to 
minimize trespassing and a limitation on building to reduce density near adjacent farmland.  (Id.)  
Additionally, the existing groves are generally considered compatible with the proposed use 
(see Table 2, Compatibility Level of Adjacent Land Uses). 
 
Further, as discussed in detail in Section I above, pesticide use is regulated at both the state 
and County levels as pesticide applicators are subject to a rigorous permitting process.  The 
County, through the CAC, is required to deny a permit application if it is determined that the 
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pesticide use may harm people or the environment and no restrictions are available to mitigate 
that harm.  As also discussed above, pilots conducting aerial pesticide applications are required 
through the applicable licensing process to exhibit understanding and properly apply principles 
intended to maximize safety and minimize pesticide drift.  
 
AA 9 
 
AA 9 is located between off-site agricultural operations and proposed on-site residential lots.  
(FEIR, p. 2.4-20 to 2.4-21; ARR, p. 100)  The off-site, adjacent agricultural operations include 
agricultural groves.  (Id.)  Covey Lane is situated between the proposed project and the 
adjacent agricultural operations.  (FEIR, p. 2.4-20; ARR, p. 100)   
 
To mitigate potential compatibility impacts, the FEIR proposes an agricultural buffer comprised 
of the new alignment of Covey lane (32 feet wide), one row of trees bordering Covey Lane, and 
a 50-foot wide LBZ.  The proposed Covey Lane meanders between both the agricultural buffer 
and the LBZ.  In addition, a fence is proposed along the south side of the existing Covey Lane 
to provide further separation from the offsite land uses.  The existing, off-site Covey Lane would 
provide an additional 20 feet of buffer separation; however, this is not included in the calculation 
of the overall buffer since it is an offsite land use.  Therefore, the total buffer width would be 100 
feet.  (Id.; ARR, Figure 16g) 
 
As proposed, the buffers would include recommended "natural barriers created by landscape 
features such as . . . planted vegetation; [and] physical barriers such as roads or walls."  
(County Guidelines, pp. 50-51)  In addition, the buffer would incorporate fencing as a barrier to 
minimize trespassing and a limitation on building to reduce density near adjacent farmland.  (Id.)  
Moreover, the existing groves are generally considered compatible with the proposed use (see 
Table 2, Compatibility Level of Adjacent Land Uses).  
 
AA 10  
 
AA 10 is located between off-site agricultural operations and proposed on-site residential lots.  
(FEIR, p. 2.4-21; ARR, p. 101)  The off-site, adjacent agricultural operations include active citrus 
and avocado orchards that are intermittently aerially sprayed with pesticides.  (Id., ARR, Figure 
10)   
 
To mitigate potential compatibility impacts, the FEIR proposes an agricultural buffer of 50 feet, 
along with two rows of trees, and an LBZ adjacent to the proposed residential land uses ranging 
in width from 50 feet to 192 feet.    (FEIR, p. 2.4-21; ARR, p. 101)  Therefore, a 50-foot wide 
agricultural buffer would occur along the length of this area, with a 100-foot to 242-foot wide 
buffer occurring where residential use is proposed adjacent to the agricultural areas. (ARR, 
Figure 16h) Based on the literature review discussed above, a 100 foot buffer width is 
determined to be adequate. The buffer, including two rows of trees, in combination with the solid 
six foot fence would ensure potential indirect impacts to agriculture are reduced to less than 
significant. 
 
As proposed, the buffers would include recommended "natural barriers created by landscape 
features such as . . . planted vegetation; [and] physical barriers such as roads or walls."  
(County Guidelines, pp. 50-51)  In addition, the buffer would incorporate fencing as a barrier to 
minimize trespassing and a limitation on building to reduce density near adjacent farmland.  (Id.)  
Additionally, orchard crops, such as citrus and avocado, are "often compatible," do not "result in 
significant indirect impacts," and have "fewer compatibility issues" than other types of 
agricultural operations.  (County Guidelines, p. 43) 
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Further, as discussed in detail in Section I above, aerial pesticide spraying is regulated at both 
the state and County levels as pesticide applicators are subject to a rigorous permitting process.  
The County, through the CAC, is required to deny a permit application if it is determined that the 
pesticide use may harm people or the environment and no restrictions are available to mitigate 
that harm.  As also discussed above, pilots conducting aerial pesticide applications are required 
through the applicable licensing process to exhibit understanding and properly apply principles 
intended to maximize safety and minimize pesticide drift.   
 
AA 13  
 
AA 13 is located between off-site agricultural operations and proposed on-site residential lots.  
(FEIR, p. 2.4-21; ARR, p. 102)  The off-site, adjacent agricultural operations include 
nursery/greenhouse uses and flower crops. (Id.)  Rodriguez Road is situated between the 
proposed project and the adjacent agricultural operations.  (ARR, Figure 16i)   
 
To mitigate potential compatibility impacts, the FEIR proposes an agricultural buffer 50 feet 
wide, along with one row of trees (the existing utility easement prevents planting a second row 
of trees), a LBZ of 50 feet, and a fence between the adjacent, existing agricultural operations 
and the proposed residential development.  (FEIR, p. 2.4-21; ARR, p. 102)  Therefore, the total 
buffer in this area would be 100 feet wide, include one row of trees, a fence, and a public road.  
(ARR, Figure 16i) Based on the literature review discussed above, a 100 foot buffer width is 
determined to be adequate. The buffer, including two rows of trees, in combination with the solid 
six foot fence would ensure potential indirect impacts to agriculture are reduced to less than 
significant. 
 
As proposed, the buffers would include recommended "natural barriers created by landscape 
features such as . . . planted vegetation; [and] physical barriers such as roads or walls."  
(County Guidelines, pp. 50-51)  In addition, the buffer would incorporate fencing as a barrier to 
minimize trespassing and a limitation on building to reduce density near adjacent farmland.  (Id.)  
Moreover, the existing off-site flower crop production and nursery/greenhouse uses are 
generally considered compatible with the proposed use (see Table 2, Compatibility Level of 
Adjacent Land Uses).   
 
In conclusion, the recommended mitigation measures, which would provide an agricultural 
buffer with accompanying tree crop, LBZ, and appropriate fencing, in combination with the 
regulatory framework already in place relative to aerial pesticide spraying, would reduce 
potential compatibility impacts that could result in the conversion of agricultural uses to non-
agricultural uses to less than significant.  
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ABSTRACT 

 

AGRICULTURAL BUFFER CRITERIA FOR THE CITY OF ARROYO 
GRANDE 

LAURA A. PENNEBAKER 

The conservation of agricultural land is an important and challenging part of local 

and regional planning. Prime agricultural soils and viable agricultural operations serve as 

a vital part of California’s identity and economy. The conversion of land from farming to 

non-agricultural use significantly increases the potential for conflict between adjoining 

land uses and intensifies the pressure to develop adjacent farmland. Agricultural buffers 

serve as a tool to mitigate potential conflict between adjacent non-compatible land uses 

and protect both farming operations and residents from nuisance complaints.   

The City of Arroyo Grande has agricultural buffer policies which apply to 

development taking place adjacent to agricultural land. The City’s general plan requires a 

minimum100 foot buffer between all parcels proposed for non-agricultural development 

adjacent to agricultural land. The buffer area is also required to contain a minimum 20 

foot wide landscaped area. City policy however, does not provide any specific direction 

or criteria regarding the actual construction of an agricultural buffer. The purpose of this 

project is to evaluate agricultural buffer policies present in other jurisdictions throughout 

California and determine appropriate criteria for the construction and maintenance of an 

agricultural buffer in the City of Arroyo Grande. 

The project involves literature review as well as review of general plan and 

development code policies throughout California. The project concludes with a draft 

document entitled Criteria for Agricultural Buffers in the City of Arroyo Grande which 

includes agricultural buffer specifications such as plant palette and planting density 

which will be incorporated by reference into the City of Arroyo Grande Municipal Code.   
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Chapter 1 

1.0 Introduction 

Agricultural land represents a resource that is irreplaceable and therefore must be 

protected and preserved. Productive farmland provides a source of food, fiber and livelihood. In 

the state of California, a very large and diverse agricultural system must coexist with an extensive 

urban population. Competition for resources between agricultural production and urban 

development is rampant, tension is inevitable and values often differ significantly between land 

users. Urban residents and local government officials tend to value farmland as a scenic resource 

while other demographics including farmers value agricultural land as an economic resource and 

source of livelihood. As urban development continues in California, farmers will continue to be 

forced to adjust production practices to accommodate nearby residential uses and residents living 

near farmland will need to adjust to living on the urban edge.  

 Without proper regulation of residential or commercial development adjacent to 

agricultural land, the potential for conflict between land uses is significant. Common negative 

impacts associated with agricultural production have been identified as air, soil and water 

pollution & nuisance such as the presence of lights, noise and odor (Copprock and Kreith, 1997 

and Hammond, 2002). Common negative impacts associated with commercial or residential uses 

adjacent to agriculture include litter, introduction of pests, vandalism, increased liability, farming 

restrictions and loss of profit (Copprock and Kreith, 1997 and Hammond, 2002).  

 Municipalities have legal authority to regulate development to protect resident health, 

safety and general welfare. The regulation of development adjacent to agricultural land to reduce 

conflict generally takes the form of an agricultural buffer. The implementation of agricultural 

buffer policy requires a careful balance of 1.) scientific basis for determination of buffer distances  

2.) visual and aesthetic buffer components and 3.) consideration of how buffer construction may 

affect farming practices and quality of life for adjacent residents (Hammond, 2002).  
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Problem Definition 

The City of Arroyo Grande is one of few cities remaining in California with productive 

agricultural lands within the city limits. Most cities and counties focus agricultural preservation 

efforts on conserving agricultural resources outside the urban area. The City of Arroyo Grande 

has chosen to protect and sustain its urban agriculture and promote working agricultural 

landscapes within its jurisdictional boundaries without relying solely upon county regulations to 

preserve farmland. In December 2003 the Arroyo Grande City Council approved Ordinance 550 

which established farmland preservation buffers and created an Agricultural Preservation Overlay 

District placing a 100-foot perimeter around agriculturally zoned properties within the City and 

incorporating new regulations for development proposed adjacent to agricultural zoning districts. 

Since that time, several questions and issue areas have arisen relating to the interpretation of 

current agricultural buffer policies specifically regarding location of, planting density and plant 

palette within an agricultural buffer.  

 When applying agricultural buffer policies to a proposed project, the public, elected 

officials and City staff have the following resources: the 2001 City of Arroyo Grande General 

Plan Conservation and Open Space Element Agriculture Objectives and Policies (amended March 

23, 2004) as well as Chapter 16 Section 12.170 of the Municipal Code. These policies do not 

provide any minimum planting density requirements or recommended plant species. In an effort 

to help City staff, elected officials and the public understand and comply with the agricultural 

buffer requirements, development of specific criteria for the construction and maintenance of an 

agricultural buffer in the City of Arroyo Grande is necessary. 

 The agricultural buffer criteria document should provide specific criteria including: 

minimum buffer setback width, minimum vegetation buffer width and placement, minimum 

planting density, appropriate plant species, permitted uses within the buffer and maintenance 

requirements.  
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Project Objectives 

The end product is a document entitled Criteria for Agricultural Buffers in the City of 

Arroyo Grande which is contained in Chapter 6. This document shall be clear, easy to 

understand, and consistent with the City of Arroyo Grande General Plan and current City, 

County, State and Federal regulations. The objectives of the project are to: 

 Examine the literature and issues regarding agricultural buffer effectiveness and design. 

 Conduct a policy review of General Plan and Zoning/Development Code documents for 

five jurisdictions to determine setback and vegetative screening criteria used.  

 Draft agricultural buffer criteria to be incorporated by reference into the City of Arroyo 

Grande Municipal Code. 

Community Background 

The City of Arroyo Grande occupies approximately 5.45 square miles of land along U.S. 

Highway 101 in Southwestern San Luis Obispo County (City of Arroyo Grande, 2004). Figure 

1.0 below illustrates an aerial view of the City limits. 
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Figure 1.0 – Aerial view of Arroyo Grande City Limits 

 
Source: City of Arroyo Grande, 2009 

It is immediately bounded to the west and southwest by urban development within the 

Cities of Pismo Beach, Grover Beach and the unincorporated community of Oceano. 

Unincorporated lands adjoin the City to the north, east and south and are characterized by rural 

residential and suburban development. Agriculture uses dominate the Arroyo Grande Valley that 

extends northeast of the City limit and the La Cienega Valley which runs south of the City. 

Arroyo Grande Creek runs in a generally north-south direction through the eastern portion of the 

City.  
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 According to the California Department of Finance, the City of Arroyo Grande is home 

to 17,036 residents (CA Department of Finance, 2008). Current estimates from the San Luis 

Obispo County Council of Governments project the City’s General Plan “build-out” population to 

be 19,000 – 20,000 residents by 2023 (City of Arroyo Grande General Plan, 2001).  

The Arroyo Grande Valley and La Cienega Valley comprise approximately 2,500 acres of land 

along Arroyo Grande Creek. There are 25 soil types present in the Arroyo Grande region, 12 

types (roughly 91% of the area) are classified as prime agricultural soils (City of Arroyo Grande, 

1997). According to the Coordinated Agricultural Support Program (CASP) summary report 

published in 1997:  

The Arroyo Grande Valley contains some of the world’s most productive agricultural land. Its 
deep soils, combined with adequate irrigation and frost-free climate have yielded abundant 
quantities of fruits and vegetables for over a century. In 1994, the fertile soils in the Arroyo 
Grande Valley yielded approximately $24 million in agricultural value, primarily row crops. 
(City of Arroyo Grande, 1997, p.1)   
 

The Arroyo Grande region is world renown for its production of cool season vegetable 

and row crops including lettuce, cauliflower, broccoli, celery, cabbage and strawberries. Intense 

commercial vegetable production is conducted through the Valley by third and even fourth 

generation producers (City of Arroyo Grande, 1997).  Production is augmented by local cooling, 

storage and shipping facilities including the Pismo Oceano Vegetable Exchange which facilitates 

the movement of local produce to a nationwide market.  Figures 1.1 and 1.2 below illustrate 

agricultural landscapes in the Arroyo Grande Valley region. 
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Figure 1.1 – Agricultural Landscape in Arroyo Grande 

 
Source: City of Arroyo Grande 2008 

 
 

Figure 1.2 – Agricultural Urban Interface in Arroyo Grande 

 
Source: City of Arroyo Grande 2008 

 
The City of Arroyo Grande is unique in that it contains approximately 369 acres of land 

zoned Agriculture within City limits, and approximately 500 acres of Class I and II soils.  Figures 

1.3 and 1.4 below illustrate the presence of Class I and II soils within the City limits and parcels 

with agricultural land use and zoning designations.  
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           Figure 1.3 – Class I and II Soils in Arroyo Grande 

 
Source: City of Arroyo Grande 2001 

 
                   

 Figure 1.4 – Arroyo Grande Agriculture: Zoning and Land Use 

 
Source: City of Arroyo Grande 2001 
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The City has a long history of preserving farmland which has included strong policies in the 

General Plan and Municipal Code, support of a study for the City in 1997 called The Coordinated 

Agricultural Support Program (CASP) as well as the development of policies to protect urban 

agriculture within the community which is further detailed in Chapter 2. 
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Chapter 2 

2.0 Current City of Arroyo Grande Agricultural Buffer Practices  

Purpose of Agricultural Buffers 

Agricultural buffers serve to protect the long term health of local agriculture by 

minimizing conflicts resulting from normal agricultural practices as a consequence of new or 

expanding non-agricultural uses adjacent to agriculturally zoned land (Stanislaus County, 2007). 

An agricultural buffer is defined as a physical separation between residential and agricultural uses 

of land which can consist of a topographic feature, a substantial stand of trees, a watercourse or 

other similar feature that serves to protect or insulate one type of land use from another 

(Hammond, 2002 and Stanislaus County, 2007).  

History of Agricultural Land Conservation, Buffer Policies and Practices 

 The City of Arroyo Grande has historically been proactive in the conservation of 

agricultural resources within the City limits. On January 14, 2003, in response to increasing 

pressure to convert prime agricultural lands to non-agricultural uses, the City Council adopted 

Ordinance No. 536 suspending the acceptance of development applications for land containing 

prime farmland soils. Beginning in May 2003, a series of public workshops and meetings were 

held to solicit public input on policies protecting agriculture. In July 2003 the City Council 

adopted Resolution 3699 to implement specific recommendations from staff research and public 

input including: 

 the initiation of an amendment to the General Plan Land Use Map; 
 an amendment to certain policies of the General Plan; 
 the establishment of agricultural conservation easement and support programs and; 
 an amendment to the Municipal Code modifying allowable uses and standards in 

agricultural districts and establishing mitigation measures and a buffer overlay district. 
 

In September 2003, the City Council adopted Resolution 3711 that approved General Plan 

amendment 03-002 which included changing the land use designation of four parcels to 
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agriculture, modifying language in the Land Use Element and amending the Agriculture, 

Conservation and Open Space Element to revise implementation policy for mitigation of 

converted agricultural lands. In December 2003 the Arroyo Grande City Council approved 

Ordinance 550 incorporating regulations and amending the Zoning Map to create an Agricultural 

Preservation Overlay District placing a 100-foot perimeter around agriculturally zoned properties 

and incorporating new regulations for development proposed adjacent to Agricultural zoning 

districts. When applying agricultural buffer policies to a proposed project, the public, elected 

officials and City staff have the following resources: the 2001 City of Arroyo Grande General 

Plan Conservation and Open Space Element Agriculture Objectives and Policies (amended March 

23, 2004) as well as Chapter 16 Section 12 of the Municipal Code. General Plan and Municipal 

Code policies are available in Appendix A. 

Current basic agricultural buffer requirements (as outlined in the General Plan and Municipal 

Code) for the City of Arroyo Grande include: 

 The provision of a minimum 100 foot agricultural buffer on all parcels proposed for non-
agricultural development adjacent to agricultural uses.  

 The buffer area shall be noticed and/or fenced and landscaped in such a manner to 
discourage human and domestic animal trespass and screen urban uses from dust and 
wind borne materials. 

 The buffer must contain a minimum 20 foot landscaped transition area with plantings 
sufficiently dense and mature to provide aerosol protection within the first year of 
establishment. Pedestrian access is allowed in the landscaped transition area. 

  Adjacent to the minimum 20 foot landscaped transition area, a minimum 80 foot 
agricultural buffer is required which is adjacent to the agricultural district.  

 No portion of any new residential structure within a non-agricultural land use designation 
shall be located within 100 feet from the site of agricultural operations (restoration or 
remodel of existing homes is allowed).  

 Permitted uses in the agricultural buffer include: native plants, trees or hedgerows, roads, 
drainage channels, storm retention ponds, natural areas i.e. creeks or drainage swales, 
utility corridors, storage, and any use (including agricultural, limited commercial or low 
intensity human uses) determined by the Planning Commission to be consistent with the 
use of the property as an agricultural buffer. 

 Greater buffer distances may be required based upon site-specific circumstances. 
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Current Issues and Opportunities for Analysis 

In October 2004, the City Council considered an interpretation of the Agricultural Buffer 

provision from Ordinance 550, specifically related to residential uses within the buffer area 

including the location of backyards within the buffer area as well as the maintenance  

requirements for new buffers and the location of the 20 foot landscaped transition area within the 

100 foot buffer area. The City Council rendered the following interpretation:  

 No new residential uses (including backyards and garages associated with residential 
uses) are allowed within the 100 foot minimum buffer. 

 New buffer areas are to be maintained by either a homeowners association, a 
maintenance district, or dedicated to the City for new residential uses. 

 Flexibility regarding the location of the 20 foot landscape strip within the 100 foot 
minimum buffer is allowed with a preference for keeping the landscape strip as far away 
from agricultural operations as possible. 
 

Since that time additional questions and issue areas have arisen relating to the interpretation of 

agricultural buffer policies specifically regarding planting density and plant palette within an 

agricultural buffer. Current policies do not provide any minimum planting density requirements 

or recommended plant species. In 2007, City Council asked for additional review and discussion 

of City buffer policy to investigate further amending the development code to address allowable 

non-residential uses within agricultural buffers as well as overall buffer construction. It was 

determined in January 2008 that City staff resources would not permit extensive re-visitation of 

the buffer policy guidelines and that the issue should marketed as a student intern project. In 

October 2008 this Professional Project began to investigate literature and policy for 

recommendations regarding the construction of an agricultural buffer in Arroyo Grande and the 

development of buffer criteria which will serve to augment existing General Plan and Municipal 

Code requirements and provide general guidance for staff, decision makers and the public.   
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Chapter 3 

3.0 Research Method 

 To facilitate the research associated with this project, the review is classified into two 

categories: literature and policy. The literature review reveals existing scientific and public policy 

publications from available resources. The policy review serves to document agricultural buffer 

requirements present in jurisdictions throughout California. The research consists of review of 

scientific and public policy literature to determine a scientific basis for agricultural buffer criteria 

as well as general plan and development code review to determine agricultural buffer criteria in 

place throughout California. Criterion were then developed to a.) select jurisdictions which have 

similar location, climate, topography and crop production for further analysis of agricultural 

buffer practices and b.) evaluate the buffer policies of these similar jurisdictions to identify 

effective buffer practices using criteria developed by Sonya Hammond and the Great Valley 

Center. Research concludes with the development of Criteria for Agricultural Buffers in the 

City of Arroyo Grande (See Chapter 6). 

Literature Review 

Common impacts associated with agricultural production have been identified in 

literature as air, soil and water pollution & nuisance such as the presence of lights, noise and odor 

(Copprock and Kreith, 1997 and Hammond, 2002). Agricultural buffers are generally defined as 

“physical separations between residential and agricultural uses of land” (Hammond, 2002, p.7) 

and have been scientifically proven to reduce air, soil and water pollution impacts (Dosskey 2002, 

Lowrance et al. 2002, Owens et al. 2007, Popov et al. 2006, Sullivan and Lovell 2006, Vought et 

al. 1995). Buffers can take on several forms including setbacks, installed barriers, existing 

topographic features, building requirements or restrictions, recreational areas and modified 

agricultural uses (Hammond, 2002, p.11).  In addition to the reduction of air, soil and water 
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pollution, buffers have also been proven to provide aesthetic benefits and have been determined 

to be visually preferable by rural urban interface stakeholders (Handel 1994, Nassauer, 1989, 

Ryan 2002, and Sullivan et al. 2004).   

Much of the scientific research identifying the pollution prevention functions of 

agricultural buffers focuses on the use of vegetation to mitigate impacts to air, soil and water 

quality (Dosskey 2002, Lowrance et al. 2002, Owens et al. 2007, Popov et al. 2006, Sullivan and 

Lovell 2006, Vought et al. 1995); however, there is very little research which details the efficacy 

of buffers in reducing conflict between agriculture and adjoining land uses. Several studies in the 

Midwestern United States have clearly documented agroforestry buffers which serve to reduce 

sediment and nutrient transport between agricultural land and adjacent natural systems such as 

streams or wetlands (Dosskey et al., 2002, Lowrance et al., 2002, and Owens et al., 2007). 

Additionally extensive research has been conducted in Europe and Australia indicating that the 

presence of in-field vegetative biostrips reduces transport of sediment born pesticide particles 

(Popov et al., 2006 and Vought et al., 1995). Field studies conducted in the Hollandse Delta in 

South Holland measured surface water emissions from agricultural fields containing mandatory 

vegetative buffers and found that buffer strips reduced nutrient emission to surface water by 50 – 

89% and pesticide emissions by 75 – 95% (Sloots and Van der Vlies, 2007). Studies in Holland 

also determined that field buffers reduced pesticide use by serving to harbor beneficial insects 

(Sloots and Van der Vlies, 2007).  

In addition to the body of research which has evaluated impacts to soil, air and water 

quality, considerable study has been dedicated to the determining the ability of vegetative buffers 

to reduce off-target pesticide  spray drift from agricultural operations. The majority of compiled 

pesticide spray drift research is available through the Spray Drift Task Force (SDTF). The SDTF 

was developed in 1990 in partnership with the US Environmental Protection Agency Office of 

Pesticide Programs to provide information and a depository for spray drift research (Spray Drift 
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Task Force, 1997). Pesticide drift research is subject to a number of confounding variables 

including type of crop production, type of product used, spray method and droplet size, as well as 

climatic and wind conditions. Airblast and ground pesticide application studies in the Netherlands 

found that vegetation can significantly reduce drift from spray application to orchards and row 

crops (Zande et al., 2004). Field studies conducted to determine the effect of trees as buffer zones 

for the interception of pesticide found that the minimum height of the vegetative barrier should be 

1.5 times the spray release height (Spillman and Woods, 1989). Research also determined that 

dense vegetative barriers can direct wind flow up and over the barrier reducing drift filtration, 

while more porous barriers direct more airflow through the barrier rather than over it, thus 

increasing filtration (Spillman and Woods, 1989). Additional field studies have also determined 

that very dense field margin vegetation will not allow adequate air flow through the buffer 

canopy (Miller and Lane, 1999). 

Using multiple rows of vegetation was found to allow for an increase in the amount of 

spray catching surfaces within the buffer while minimizing air flow deviation over the buffer and 

40 – 50% porosity was determined to be the optimum level for spray interception (Dorr et al., 

1998). Research conducted by the U.S. Department of Agriculture found that conifer foliage was 

effective in catching small pesticide droplets (Barry, 1984). The study of vegetative buffer zones 

for drift reduction in Australia found that trees and shrubs with small needle-like leaves or stems 

were more efficient at removing small pesticide droplets (Voller, 1999). Research has also 

indicated that minimum vegetative barrier height should be 1.5 times spray release height 

(Spillman and Woods, 1989 and Voller, 1999). Consensus in the literature suggests that 

significant reduction in pesticide spray drift can be attributed to the use of multiple rows of 

vegetation with some conifer composition and approximately 50% porosity. 

While the presence of scientific literature studying the efficacy of agricultural buffers to 

reduce impacts on soil, air, water quality and pesticide drift, literature studying the efficacy of 
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buffers to mitigate actual conflict between farming and non-agricultural uses is minimal. 

However, several municipalities in Australia and Canada have published policy papers which 

build upon field studies to evaluate existing buffer policies and recommend setback, vegetation, 

and design strategies which can serve to reduce conflict at the urban/rural edge. Additionally, 

non-profit organizations in the United States including the Great Valley Center in California, 

have published policy papers which serve to evaluate issues associated with the agricultural/urban 

interface and provide guidance to municipalities seeking to improve upon or establish new 

agricultural buffer policies. Policy papers were evaluated to determine buffer recommendations 

for reducing conflict associated with pesticide drift, dust/odor, and noise.  

The Provincial Agricultural Land Commission of British Columbia (PALC) was one of 

the first entities to develop recommendations for agricultural buffers in western Canada. In 1993 

the PALC published Landscaped Buffer Specifications which served to provide a practical guide 

for councils, regional boards, and other agencies where the opportunity exists to create or 

improve the buffer between agricultural and non-agricultural land. Landscaped Buffer 

Specifications sets out a graduation of buffer types ranging from simple vegetation screens to 

comprehensive buffers incorporating berms, fencing and planting for the screening of noise, 

views, dust and sprays. This graduation of buffer types is applicable to Arroyo Grande’s small 

agricultural parcel setting as it offers a range of buffer screening features. The report identifies 

four main recommended buffer types: 

1.) Minimum Vegetative Screen – provided minimum visual screening and protection of 

farmland from trespass/vandalism. Design features entail: 

 Minimum buffer width of 10 feet unless otherwise determined. 
 Minimum double row of trespass inhibiting shrubs. 
 Minimum single row of coniferous/broadleaf evergreen hedge. 
 Fencing. 
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2.) Minimum Vegetative Screen (Medium Height Trees) – inhibits trespass/vandalism 

while providing minimum protection to non-farm developments from the movement 

of dust and pesticide spray from adjacent farm operations. Design features include: 

 Minimum buffer width 20 feet unless otherwise determined. 
 Minimum single row deciduous trees. 
 Minimum triple row trespass inhibiting shrubs. 
 Minimum single row screening shrubs. 
 Minimum distance from shared property line to first row of trees should be 

10 feet. 
 Fencing. 

 
3.) Airborne Particle and Visual Screen – inhibits trespass/vandalism while offering 

greater physical setback between land uses, visually screening uses from one another 

and minimizing the exchange of undesirable airborne particulate matter. Design 

features entail: 

 Minimum buffer width 50 feet (minimum distance from shared property line 
to the first row of trees is 16 feet). 

 A.) Yearly Screen – minimum double row of deciduous and coniferous trees. 
 B.) Summer Screen – minimum double row of screening shrubs. 
 Additional shrubs and/or groundcover as specified. 
 Fencing. 

 
4.) Noise, Airborne Particle, and Visual Screen – buffers agricultural land from 

trespass/vandalism as well as visually screening incompatible uses, reducing the 

exchange of particulate matter and reducing noise transmission. Design features 

entail: 

 Minimum buffer 66 feet unless otherwise specified. 
 A.) Yearly Screen – minimum double row deciduous and conifer trees. 
 B.) Summer Screen – minimum double row deciduous trees. 
 Minimum distance from shared property line to first row of trees is 16 feet. 
 Minimum berm height should be 6 feet above adjacent grades plus fencing at 

the top. 
 On non-agricultural side of the berm there should be a minimum double row 

of screening shrubs and a minimum triple row of trespass inhibiting shrubs. 
 

The Department of Natural Resources, Local Government and Planning (DNRLGP) in 

Queensland Australia published the policy paper Planning Guidelines: Separating Agriculture 
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and Residential Land Uses, in 1997 which provides technical advice and guidance on reducing 

the potential for conflict between farming activities and residential development. The Planning 

Guidelines are considered to be a foundational work regarding buffer design specifications and 

are incorporated by several jurisdictions throughout California in agricultural buffer policy 

recommendations. DNRLGP cites buffer areas as legitimate planning tools to separate conflict 

generating land uses which may help contribute to conservation of agricultural land and 

production. In the Planning Guidelines, DNRLGP introduces the concept that complaints from 

agricultural production are often based as much on perception as reality particularly in relation to 

chemical spray drift and thus determined that,  

…a suitable visual barrier between development and agricultural land in the form of a vegetation 
screen can significantly reduce the level of complaint by minimizing the cause and perception of 
the nuisance. (DNRLGP, 1997, p.2).  

 
Vegetative components alone may not be enough to properly buffer residential development from 

farming practices; however, DNRLGP concluded that vegetative screening used in conjunction 

with other buffering techniques may serve to reduce the incidence of nuisance complaints and 

promote coexistence between adjoining land uses. 

DNRLGP recommends that conflict assessment be conducted at the predevelopment 

phase to establish separation requirements and buffer area design including determination of 1.) 

type of agricultural production, 2.) the presence of natural buffer features, 3.) presence of 

sensitive receptors, 4.) type and method of chemical application, 5.) wind speed and direction. 

Recommended buffer sizes will also vary based upon local topography and climate. DNRLGP 

determined based upon research conducted by J. Harden in 1992 that, “…negligible spray drift 

may exist at a separation distance of 300 meters (approximately 984 feet)” and vegetative buffers 

have been shown to be effective in capturing up to 80% of pesticide spray drift measured from 

application upwind of a single row of trees (DNRLGP, 1997, p. 9-10). The Planning Guidelines 
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therefore recommend a general buffer width of 300 meters (984 feet) for open ground conditions 

and 40 meters (131 feet) where a vegetated buffer element can be installed and maintained. 

DNRLGP also studied buffer requirements for odor, dust/smoke and noise generation 

associated with livestock production, farm machinery, and pest control devices. Recommended 

buffer distances to address odor and noise impacts include: 500 meters (1640 feet) for livestock 

odor and between 60 – 500 meters (196 – 1640 feet) for intermittent daytime noise and 1000 

meters (3280 feet) for nighttime noise (DNRLGP, 1997, p. 14). Recommended buffer distances to 

address dust/smoke include 40 meters (131 feet) of vegetative screening or a 150 meter (492 feet) 

separation distance (DNRLGP, 1997, p. 17). The Planning Guidelines also outline elements of 

vegetated buffer design and recommend the following: 

 Vegetated buffers should be a minimum total width of 40 meters (131 feet) 
 Vegetated buffers should contain random plantings of a variety of tree and shrub species 

of differing growth habits spaced a 4 – 5 meters (13 – 16 feet) for a minimum width of 20 
meters (65 feet).  

 Vegetated buffers should include species with long, thin, rough foliage (from the base to 
the crown) which facilitates the efficient capture of spray droplets. 

 Vegetative buffers should provide a permeable barrier with roughly 50% porosity (half of 
the vegetative screen should be air space). 

 Vegetative buffers should contain species which are fast growing, hardy, and with a 
mature tree height of 1.5 times the spray release height or target vegetation height, 
whichever is taller.  

 Vegetative buffers should contain species with mature height, dimensions, and 
characteristics which will not adversely affect adjacent crop lands (i.e. shading). 

 
DNRLGP cites several advantages of vegetated buffers including: 1.) the creation of wildlife 

corridors and habitat, 2.) increased biological diversity which can assist in pest control, 3.) 

favorable microclimate influence, 4.) aesthetic value, 5.) recreation use opportunities, and  

 6.) reduction of noise and dust impacts. 

 The City of Abbotsford, British Columbia introduced a draft policy document entitled A 

Landscape Buffering Strategy for the Agricultural-Urban Interface in July 2008. This document 

serves to outline a strategy for designing the interface areas between agriculture and urban uses in 

a rapidly growing area of 135,000 people in western Canada. The City of Abbotsford prefaces its 
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agricultural buffer guidelines with policies directed at encouraging denser, more compact 

development at the urban core. A Landscape Buffering Strategy recommends similar 

characterization of urban/rural interface areas as recommended in The Planning Guidelines; 

however, the City of Abbotsford designated and mapped interface areas based upon: 1.) type of 

urban land uses present, 2.) type of agricultural production, and 3.) edge conditions present 

between the two land uses. Edge conditions include components such as streets and public rights 

of way, riparian areas and corridors, steep slopes or other topographic features, as well as 

urban/rural edges without any of these characteristics.  

Five buffer types were developed to address the main types of edge conditions present at the 

periphery of Abbotsford pursuant to the Agricultural Land Commission of British Columbia’s 

Landscape Buffer Specifications developed in 1993: 

1.) Minimal Landscape Buffer – this design is appropriate where there is a minimal risk of 

conflict issues. Design elements of a minimal landscape buffer include: 

 10 – 20 foot wide buffer containing; 
 Planting of a 7 foot wide single row of trees with trespass inhibiting shrubs and; 
 Fencing along the property line. 

 
2.) Street Edge Buffer – this design is appropriate where the urban-agriculture edge is 

defined by a public road without a public trail or sidewalk on the agricultural edge. 

Design elements include: 

 10 – 20 foot wide buffer located closest to the agricultural production including; 
 Planting of a single row of trees and trespass inhibiting shrubs or ditch/drainage 

swale and; 
 Fencing maintained along the property line. 

 
3.) Natural Edge Buffer – this design is appropriate where there is an existing or proposed 

natural edge buffer between urban and agricultural uses. Natural buffers generally take 

the form of riparian corridor and other topographical features. Design elements include: 

 50 – 100 foot wide buffer containing; 
 Trails along the urban side of the buffer and; 
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 Retention/augmentation of existing vegetation and management to ensure native 
understory condition and; 

 Fencing along the property line and; 
 Trail location, width, and fencing requirement as determined by environmental 

study. 
 

4.) Moderate Landscape Buffer – this design is appropriate where there is a moderate risk of 

conflict between urban and agricultural land uses related to: trespass, nuisance 

complaints, traffics, light, noise or airborne dust. Typically these conditions exist where 

urban uses abut active farming areas. Design elements include: 

 25 – 50 foot wide buffer including; 
 Planting of trespass inhibiting shrubs and a double row of trees; 
 Trails along the urban side of the development and; 
 Fencing along the property line. 

 
5.) Maximum Landscape Buffer – this design is appropriate in particularly sensitive areas or 

where there is a significant risk of urban agricultural conflict. Including places with a 

high risk of trespass and a high risk that trespass will cause damage to farming operations 

at the urban edge. Design elements include; 

 Minimum 50 foot wide buffer and; 
 Water feature i.e. detention ponds, ditches and swales as appropriate; 
 Trails along the urban side of the buffer only and; 
 Planting of several rows of trespass inhibiting shrubs and 3 rows of trees; 
 Berms and; 
 Minimum 6 foot high solid fencing along the property line. 

 
In addition to the five specific buffer types, the City of Abbotsford also recommends the 

following general requirements of landscaped buffers: 

 Walkways and bike paths forming part of a buffer may constitute no more than 1/3 of the 
buffer width, must be located away from the edge of the agricultural land, and must not 
reduce the effectiveness or primary purpose the landscaped buffer. 

 Buildings and structures may not be built within buffer areas. 
 Berms, detention ponds, ditches, and swales must be professionally designed and 

approved. 
 Landscape plans shall show the location, size, condition, and species of all plant material 

proposed as well as details of existing vegetation to be retained and proposed fencing. 
 Vegetation should be designed for a mature height of 20 feet with 60% maximum crown 

density and 60% minimum conifer composition. 
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 Ultimately buffer design type will be determined based on site specific interface 
classification.   

 
In September 2003 the British Columbia Ministry of Agriculture and Lands Resource 

Management Branch (BCMA) located in Abbotsford, published a study entitled, Vegetative 

Buffers in BC – An Investigation of Existing Buffers and their Effectiveness in Mitigating 

Conflict, which served to examine established and functioning vegetative buffers to better 

understand the effectiveness of different types of designs and to generate recommendations that 

could be used to improve existing buffer guidelines. The investigation involved physically 

assessing 27 vegetative buffers to determine species composition, height, crown width, crown 

density, physical gaps, separation from adjacent properties and overall health of the buffer. 

Presence of fences, ditches, berms, and irrigation systems were also noted. Consultation with 

individuals on both sides of the buffer was also conducted and included 60 interviews which 

provided information regarding the purpose of, installation details, cost of and maintenance 

activities conducted on the buffer.  

The BCMA study revealed common problems associated with vegetative buffers including 

bird and rodent pests, insects and weeds, unwanted shading, inadequate separation between the 

buffer and neighboring fields or homes as well as vegetation comprised of well-established 

deciduous trees. The study also revealed benefits provided by the buffers including the ability of 

vegetative buffers to reduce urban and agricultural related impacts. Buffers were found to provide 

the following benefits to agricultural and non-farming interests: increased aesthetics, reduced 

wind, provision of shade, privacy, wildlife habitat, economic value through increased harvest and 

keeping farms “out of sight and out of mind” (BCMA, 2003, p.31).  

Overall, study results suggested that while both non-farm and agricultural “sides” of 

vegetative buffers viewed them positively, buffers alone cannot be relied upon to eliminate all 

farm and urban related impacts. Vegetative buffers do provide however, an important tool for 

reducing conflict at the urban/rural interface. Based on the challenges and benefits revealed 
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during the physical assessment and interview processes, the BCMA made the following 

recommendations regarding development of new vegetative agricultural buffer guidelines:  

 Buffers should be visually appealing to increase their acceptability and perceived 
effectiveness; 

 Buffers composed of single or multiple rows of entirely or primarily evergreen plants are 
preferred over similar buffers composed of entirely or primarily deciduous plants.  

 Trees in buffers should be separated from fields, yards, or other structures by a significant 
amount of space (i.e. 16 feet). 

 Buffers should be as solid and consistent as possible (i.e. no gaps between or along the 
length of the buffer.) 

 Based on an analysis of the effectiveness of buffers in reducing impacts, buffers 
approximately 30 to 40 feet high and 40 feet wide at maturity may be best. 

 Buffers should have a diversity of plants and include a shrub layer as well as a tree layer. 
 The list of species provided for vegetated buffers should be as large as possible to 

facilitate choice based on availability, function, and personal preference. 
 

In addition to the policy papers and studies completed and published by regional and 

municipal entities in Australia and Canada, similar information was reviewed based on research 

conducted specific to California by the Great Valley Center located in Modesto. From 1998 to 

2001, Sonya Hammond submitted questionnaires and conducted follow up interviews with the 

seventy jurisdictions in California which require agricultural buffers. Additionally, interviews 

were conducted with various California County Farm Bureaus and County Agricultural 

Commissioners. Research was targeted at determining the rationale, design and planning process 

associated with agricultural buffers in cities and counties throughout California. Based upon this 

research, in 2002 Hammond published Can City and Farm Co-exist? The Agricultural Buffer 

Experience in California which served to provide guidance for municipalities seeking to improve 

upon existing or establish new agricultural buffer policies. The document focuses on recent 

municipal experiences with buffers in the Central Valley region regarding buffer development 

and design.  

Hammond identifies five main agricultural buffer types used throughout California and 

identifies the major advantages and disadvantages of each based upon interview responses: 
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1.) Installed Barriers – this type of buffer consists of walls, fences or commercial uses which can 

block noise and unwanted access. Fences which are tight fitting to the ground were found to 

reduce the movement of certain rodents and pests. High concrete barriers or walls while 

generally viewed as effective, were not found to be aesthetically pleasing and can serve as 

targets for graffiti. Installed barriers such as warehouses/storage/industrial/commercial uses 

were not favored as successful if poorly landscaped or viewed as “run down.” Hammond 

determined that acceptability from an urban perspective tends to rely heavily upon aesthetic 

character and quality of landscaping/maintenance.  

2.) Existing Topographic Features – this type of buffer includes features such as roads, canals, 

hills/valleys, roadways and utility right-of-ways, airports, parking lots and designated 

greenbelts. Hammond found that agricultural buffer design which incorporates the use of 

existing topographic or natural features can be both cost effective and help ensure that site 

specific topographic considerations are taken into account in the buffer design process. 

Incorporation of existing features into buffer design also allows for efficient use of land 

resources.  

3.) Building Requirements or Restrictions – this buffer involves special use types, building 

features and setbacks. Zoning regulations are often used to create buffering effects between 

agriculture and residential land. Hammond found that the policy of several jurisdictions use 

the term setback and buffer interchangeably. Hammond further concluded that while a 

setback is one type of buffer, “not all setbacks are buffers” (Hammond, 2002, p.11). 

Hammond identified the following questions which jurisdictions should consider regarding 

the determination of setbacks as a component of agricultural buffer policy:  

 What is a rational setback distance and who determines that distance? 
 What scientific evidence supports the setback distance? 
 How are provisions made for exceptions/reduction and who grants them? 
 Is the setback distance process open to too much pressure or subjectivity? 
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4.) Recreational or “Value-Added” Buffers – these types of buffers may include jogging trails or 

recreational areas and are a good option where land values are high. Hammond concluded 

however, that the recreational value or attraction of a value-added buffer may need to be 

carefully designed and managed so as to not diminish the buffer’s primary purpose of 

conflict mitigation. In Arroyo Grande’s urban agricultural setting, recreational or “value-

added” buffers have high applicability when pedestrian access and amenities are properly 

screened and positioned within the buffer. With proper design, the edges of 

urban/agricultural parcels provide an important opportunity for connectivity in the 

community. 

5.) Organic Farming and Modified Agricultural Uses – this buffer type involves restricting 

commodity practices which can be politically contentious. The financial feasibility of organic 

or small scale crop production is crucial to the successful implementation of this type of 

buffer. Hammond also emphasizes that many farmers operating on the urban edge are 

already subject to modified uses particularly in terms of pesticide application. 

In addition to interviews, Hammond conducted review of jurisdiction agricultural buffer policy 

and determined that communities which were successful in implementing agricultural buffers 

had:  1.) a defined agricultural identity and agricultural principles, 2.) incorporation of fact and 

science based solutions, 3.) flexibility of buffer requirements without undue exceptions which 

dilute them. These criteria will be used to evaluate agricultural buffer documents and specific 

buffer practices in Chapter 5. 

 Hammond also addressed the importance of cost to successful buffer implementation and 

emphasized that buffers should be promoted as another aspect of infrastructure needed to make a 

site suitable for housing. Such infrastructure costs are generally incorporated into the cost of the 

home. The use of existing infrastructure (roads, right-of-ways, canals) within buffers is also 

highlighted as a cost effective component of buffer design. Litter removal, painting, bank 
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restoration and plant care are cited as common maintenance requirements associated with 

agricultural buffers. Hammond emphasizes the importance of agricultural buffers which are self-

supporting. Low maintenance buffer design, ownership and maintenance of agricultural buffers 

by outside entities such as Homeowner’s Associations are commonly cited mechanisms through 

which buffers can be self-supporting. 

Literature review has indicated that vegetative agricultural buffers have been 

scientifically proven to reduce air, soil and water pollution impacts (Dosskey 2002, Lowrance et 

al. 2002, Owens et al. 2007, Popov et al. 2006, Sullivan and Lovell 2006, Vought et al. 1995).  

Additionally, literature review has indicated that vegetative agricultural buffers have the ability to 

intercept and reduce pesticide spray drift (Barry, 1984, Dorr et al., 1998, Miller and Lane, 1999, 

Spillman and Woods, 1989, Voller, 1999, and Zande et al., 2004). Research conducted by various 

municipal organizations in Canada and Australia has indicated that the use of agricultural buffer 

policies which incorporate spatial, physical and vegetative screening components may decrease 

conflict experienced along the urban/agricultural edge. Buffers have also been proven to provide 

aesthetic benefits and have been determined to be visually preferable by rural urban interface 

stakeholders (Handel 1994, Nassauer, 1989, Ryan 2002, and Sullivan et al. 2004).  Literature 

review has also determined that buffer policies vary widely among jurisdictions in California 

particularly in terms of setback width and vegetative screening requirements (Handel 1994). 

Policy Analysis Research Approach 

While the general efficacy of and stakeholder preference for vegetative buffers has been 

established in scientific literature and policy development research, the range for agricultural 

buffers in terms of setback width and vegetative screening requirements in California is still 

considerable. In order to make a well-founded recommendation to the City of Arroyo Grande 

regarding the construction of an agricultural buffer: a.) buffer implementation policies were 

broadly reviewed then b.) five jurisdictions were selected for further buffer criteria review and c.) 
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buffer policies of the five specific jurisdictions were evaluated to determine policy effectiveness 

and to inform the development of  Criteria for Agricultural Buffers in Arroyo Grande. 

Methodology and results related to the general agricultural buffer policy survey and specific 

jurisdiction buffer policy analysis are detailed in Chapters 4 and 5 respectively.   
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Chapter 4 

4.0 Policy Analysis of Agricultural Buffer Practices Throughout California 

A survey of the general plan and/or development code policies relating to agricultural 

buffers was conducted for seventeen (17) cities and eighteen (18) counties in California as 

displayed in Table 1.0 below.  

Table 1.0 – General Policy Review Jurisdictions 
Cities Counties 

City of Arroyo Grande City of Sanger Santa Barbara County Sonoma County 

City of San Luis Obispo City of Goleta Butte County Sutter County 

City of Paso Robles City of Ventura Contra Costa County Yolo County 

City of Brentwood City of Davis Ventura County San Luis Obispo County 

City of Salinas City of Half Moon Bay Monterey County Mendocino County 

City of Napa City of Oakley Sacramento County Santa Cruz County 

Town of Esparto City of Ontario Napa County El Dorado County 

City of El Centro City of Fairfield Tuolumne County Stanislaus County 

City of Santa Maria Yuba County                   Kern County 

 
Jurisdictions were randomly selected for evaluation based upon location within the central portion 

of California and the presence of agricultural land. The policy survey focused on medium sized 

cities with a 2000 U.S. Census of under 200,000 residents and counties which were not located 

within major metropolitan areas such as the Los Angeles Basin.  Development code and general 

plan documents including Agriculture, Conservation and Open Space and Land Use elements 

were reviewed for reference to requirements for agricultural buffers. Details of specific buffer 

widths, vegetative requirements, and modification provisions were noted. Results of the 

document survey are available in Appendix A.  
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Overview of Existing Agricultural Policy in California 

Initial policy research determined that agricultural buffers for California cities generally 

range from 0 – 300 feet or are entirely case specific and agricultural buffers in California counties 

generally range from 0 – 800 feet.  Certain communities have no required minimum agricultural 

buffer (Cities of Ventura and Santa Maria) while some jurisdictions stipulate a minimum range 

(Sonoma County, Cities of Brentwood and Napa). Of the thirty-five jurisdictions surveyed, 

seventeen referenced the use of a vegetative component within agricultural buffers and nearly all 

allow modification of buffer requirements for special site-specific circumstances which may 

require a lesser or greater buffer. The majority of jurisdictions incorporate County Agricultural 

Commissioner review and recommendation of agricultural buffer design. Table 1.1 below 

summarizes the minimum buffer widths and vegetative component requirements for the thirty-

five jurisdictions analyzed. 
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Table 1.1 Summary of Jurisdiction Buffer Widths and Vegetative Component Requirements 
Jurisdiction Minimum Buffer Width or 

Average Range 
Vegetative Component 

Required or Recommended? 
(Y/N) 

City of Arroyo Grande 100 feet minimum Y (required) 
City of San Luis Obispo Not specified Y (recommended) 
City of Paso Robles Not specified N 
City of Brentwood 100 – 300 feet Y (recommended) 
City of Salinas Not specified N 
City of Santa Maria Not specified N 
City of Napa 80 – 120 feet Y(required) 
Town of Esparto 100 feet N  
City of El Centro Not specified N 
City of Sanger Not specified N 
City of Goleta Not specified Y (recommended) 
City of Davis 150 feet Y (required) 
City of Ventura Not specified Y (if recommended by Ag 

Commissioner) 
City of Half Moon Bay Not specified N 
City of Ontario 100 feet N 
City of Oakley Not specified N 
City of Fairfield 300 feet (same as Solano County) N 
Santa Barbara County Not specified Y (required) 
Sonoma County 100 – 200 feet Y (recommended) 
Butte County 300 feet N 
Sutter County 100 – 300 feet Y (recommended) 
Kern County Not specified N 
Contra Costa County 100 – 500 feet (Contra Costa Co.) N 
Yolo County 150 – 300 feet N 
Ventura County 150 – 300 feet Y (required for 150 foot buffer) 
San Luis Obispo 
County 

100 – 800 feet Y (recommended as mitigation) 

Monterey County 200 feet Y (required for reduced setback) 
Mendocino County 200 feet N 
Sacramento County 300 – 500 feet N 
Santa Cruz County 200 feet Y (required) 
Napa County 80 – 120 feet Y (recommended) 
El Dorado County 200 feet N 
Tuolumne County 200 feet N 
Stanislaus County 150 – 300 feet Y (required) 
Yuba County 300 feet Y (required for reduced setback) 
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Areas in Need of Further Analysis 

Very few jurisdictions surveyed, particularly incorporated cities, offered specific 

guidelines or criteria for the composition of an agricultural buffer in terms of planting 

recommendations or density.  In order to develop an informed recommendation for the City of 

Arroyo Grande regarding the construction of an agricultural buffer, a more in-depth analysis of 

specific jurisdiction buffer practices was conducted.  Five (5) jurisdictions were selected for 

further agricultural buffer practice review based upon their applicability to the City of Arroyo 

Grande in terms of climate, topography or type of agricultural production. 
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Chapter 5 

5.0 Policy Analysis of Specific Jurisdiction Buffer Practices 

Identifying Relevant Jurisdictions 

 Relevant jurisdictions were determined to be those that would reduce variation in 

agricultural buffer characteristics associated with climate, topography and type of agricultural 

production by being located in the central and coastal portion of California. Relevant jurisdictions 

were also selected based upon the presence of specific vegetative agricultural buffer 

implementation policies within the general plan and development code. Of the eighteen 

jurisdictions identified in the general policy survey as having a landscape or vegetative 

component of agricultural buffer requirements, three counties and two cities were selected for 

further policy review.  

 The city of Davis, CA was selected based upon its location within central California, 

strong agricultural buffer policies, and types of crop production.  

 The city of Napa, CA was also selected based upon its central location, coastal climate 

influence, similar topography and types of agricultural production. Both of these cities 

require fairly detailed agricultural buffer policy and offer political climates that tend to 

favor slower growth and protection of agricultural land.  

 San Luis Obispo County was selected based upon its status as a neighboring jurisdiction 

to the City of Arroyo Grande as well as obvious similarities in climate, topography and 

crop production.  

 Ventura County was also selected for similarity in climate, topography and crop 

production as well as for a political climate and history of land use policy which has 

favored agricultural land conservation.  
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 Stanislaus County was selected primarily for its location in central California, detailed 

buffer policy and types of crop production.  

Identifying Effective Agricultural Buffer Policies 

To identify effective agricultural buffer practices, criteria developed by Sonya Hammond for 

the Great Valley Center and utilized in the 2002 policy paper, Can City and Farm Co-exist? The 

Agricultural Buffer Experience in California, were used to evaluate agricultural buffer 

implementation policy for the five aforementioned jurisdictions. Hammond found that effective 

agricultural buffer policy implementation required the following: 1.) a defined agricultural 

identity and agricultural principles, 2.) incorporation of fact and science based solutions, 3.) 

flexibility of buffer requirements without undue exceptions which dilute them. Evaluation criteria 

are further explained below: 

1.) A Defined Agricultural Identity and Agricultural Principles 

Jurisdictions with a defined agricultural identity realize the importance of agricultural land 

and productivity to the environmental, social and economic well-being of the community. 

This importance should be well - articulated within general plan goals and policies and 

supported within zoning ordinances or the development code. In order to evaluate a 

jurisdictions’ agricultural identity and principles the following information will gathered 

during document analysis of agricultural buffer implementation policy: 

 Presence of a general plan element which specifically addresses agriculture. 

 Presence of general plan goals, policies and programs which address agriculture. 

 Presence of zoning or development regulations which serve to protect agriculture. 

2.) Incorporation of Fact or Science-Based Solutions  

Jurisdictions which offer specific agricultural buffer requirements should preface those 

requirements with a factual or scientific basis to prevent arbitrary regulations. In order to 
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evaluate a community’s adherence to the incorporation of fact or science-based solutions into 

agricultural buffer implementation policy the following information will be noted during 

document analysis: 

 Citation of or reference to any scientific studies which were used in the formation of 

agricultural buffer policy. 

 Citation of or reference to any studies which were conducted regarding local 

agriculture. 

3.) Flexibility of Buffer Requirements 

Agricultural buffer requirements should incorporate flexibility which allows site-specific 

circumstances to be evaluated and addressed during the buffer design process. 

Requirements should not, however, contain overly ambiguous language or provisions for 

exception which dilute their effectiveness or enforceability. In order to evaluate a 

jurisdictions’ buffer policy flexibility the following information will be gathered during 

document analysis: 

 Presence of exception or modification provisions in the buffer policy. 

 Process by which exceptions or modifications may be made to buffer requirements. 

City of Davis, CA 

The City of Davis, CA is located eleven miles west of Sacramento on the Putah Creek 

Plain. Topography is generally flat with elevation ranging from 25 to 60 feet above sea level. 

Davis is characterized by a temperate Mediterranean climate featuring hot, dry summers and cool 

wet winters with average annual rainfall of 17.3 inches and a mean temperature of 62 degrees 

Fahrenheit (City of Davis, 2005). There is adequate rainfall for crop growth during seven months 

of the year; irrigation is required for continued growth during the rest of the year. Approximately 

275 days of the year have a minimum temperature of 32 degrees, which constitutes the growing 

season.  The City features a well-educated population of 65,814 residents (California Department 
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of Finance, 2008) which is augmented considerably by the presence of the University of 

California, Davis campus. The area is characterized by extremely productive agricultural land 

which supports production of numerous tree, fruit and field crops including almonds, tomatoes, 

rice, wine and table grapes (Yolo County, 2007). Similar to the City of Arroyo Grande, Davis has 

some agricultural lands within the City limits. Agriculture is the most significant industry in the 

region. Figure 1.5 below illustrates typical agricultural landscapes near the City and in 

unincorporated Yolo County.  

Figure 1.5 – Agricultural Landscapes near Davis, CA 

 
Source: UC Davis and Yolo County Department of Agriculture 
 
 The City of Davis was incorporated in 1917 and currently operates under a Council-

Manager form of government with planning and development services provided through the 

Community Development Department (City of Davis, 2005). The City’s General Plan contains 

goals, policies, standards and actions for 22 different topics. The Community Resource 

Conservation section (VI) contains a chapter which specifically provides policy for the 

conservation of agriculture, soil and minerals (City of Davis, 2007a). Section VI, Chapter 15 of 

the Davis General Plan was last amended in January 2007. In addition to the goals, policies, 

standards and actions present in the Agriculture, Soil and Minerals Chapter of the General Plan, 

the City of Davis also has an entire chapter of the Municipal Code dedicated to Right to Farm and 

Farmland Preservation policy. Within this section of the Municipal Code the City has specific 

policies which stipulate agricultural buffer requirements. Table 1.2 below contains a summary of 

goals, policies, standards and actions related to the conservation of agricultural resources and the 

protection of agricultural land from urban development. Table 1.3 below contains a summary of 
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agricultural buffer requirements contained within the municipal code including: buffer 

composition, allowable uses within the buffer area and requirements for improvements, 

dedication and maintenance. 

 
Table 1.2 – Buffer Policy in the City of Davis General Plan 
Goal Policies Standards Actions 

Encourage participation in the Williamson Act and 
other farmland preservation programs. 
 

Establish a 150 foot minimum agricultural 
buffer around the City. Require dedication from 
developers of lands to make up the buffer 
concurrently with any peripheral development. 
 

Continue to work with counties, other cities and the 
general public to minimize conflicts with land uses 
such as agriculture and wildlife habitat when 
developing agricultural buffers. 
 

Implement the provisions of AB 1190 to provide 
that certain existing agricultural activities, 
operations or facilities do not constitute a nuisance 
as long as they continue to operate in a similar 
manner to that in which they have historically 
operated. 
 

Define land development guidelines for new 
projects proposed adjacent to existing agricultural 
activities. Such guidelines may include but are not 
limited to: specific mitigation such as sound walls, 
landscaping, berms and other constructions 
standards. 
 

Continue to require disclosure agreements for new 
developments within 1,000 feet of agricultural land. 
 

AG – 1: 
Maintain 
agriculture  
as an 
important 
industry  
around 
Davis. 

AG 1.1 – 
Protect 
agricultural land 
from urban 
development 
except 
where the 
general plan 
land use map 
designates the 
land for urban 
use. 

New residential 
subdivisions and other 
urban development are 
discouraged in areas of 
Class1 and 2 soils except 
where the general plan land 
use map has designated the 
area for urban uses. 

Continue to implement provisions of the Farmland 
Preservation Ordinance requiring buffering, 
notification and conflict resolution in the Planning 
Area. Maintain a strong Right to Farm Policy. 
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Table 1.3 – Buffer Policy in the City of Davis Municipal Code 
Requirement For Agricultural Buffer and Minimum Separation Distance 

 The City has determined that the use of property for agricultural operations is a high priority. 
 To minimize future potential conflicts between agricultural and non-agricultural land uses and to protect the 

public health, all new developments adjacent to designated agricultural preserve/agricultural open 
space/greenbelt lands shall be required to provide an agricultural buffer/agricultural transition area. 

 Public access to a portion of the agricultural buffer will permit public views of farmland. 
 The agricultural buffer/agricultural transition area shall be a minimum 150 feet measured from the edge of 

the agricultural/greenbelt/habitat area. 
 To achieve a maximum separation and to comply with the 500 ft aerial spray setback established by Yolo and 

Solano Counties, a buffer wider than 150ft is encouraged. 
Buffer Composition 
The minimum 150 foot agricultural transition area/buffer shall be comprised of 2 components: 

 A 50 foot wide agricultural transition area located contiguous to; 
 A 100 foot wide agricultural buffer located contiguous to the agricultural/greenbelt/habitat area. 

Uses Allowed in the 50 foot Agricultural Transition Area: 
 Bike paths 
 Community Gardens 
 Organic Agriculture 
 Native Plants 
 Tree and Hedge Rows 

 Benches 
 Lights 
 Trash Enclosures 
 Fencing 
 Any other uses determined by Planning 

Commission to be of the same general character 
of aforementioned uses 

Uses Allowed in the 100 foot Agricultural Buffer: 
 Native Plants 
 Tree or Hedge Rows 
 Drainage Channels 
 Storm Retention Ponds 

 Natural Areas such as Creeks or Drainage 
Swales 

 Railroad track and other utility corridors 
 Any use determined by the Planning 

Commission to be consistent with the use of the 
property as an agricultural buffer. 

Other Requirements 
 There shall be no public access to the 100 foot agricultural buffer unless otherwise permitted due to the 

sensitive nature of the area. 
 There shall be public access to the 50 foot agricultural transition area. 
 The buffer plan shall include provision for the establishment, management, and maintenance of the area. 
 The plan shall incorporate adaptive management concepts and include the use of integrated pest management 

techniques. 
 The property shall be dedicated to the City in fee title, or an easement in favor of the City shall be recorded 

against the property which shall include the requirements of this article. 
 The City reserves its right to form a special benefit assessment district or other applicable district as is 

permitted under state law to maintain the agricultural buffer and transition area once the land is improved, 
dedicated and annexed. 

 
The City of Davis agricultural buffer policies were measured for effectiveness based 

upon the aforementioned criteria developed by Hammond. Davis was found to have both a 

defined agricultural identity and agricultural principles which is established through explicit 

language within the general plan and development code and the presence of a general plan 

element which specifically addresses agriculture. As evidenced in Table 1.2 above, within the 

general plan, there are specific goals, policies, standards and actions which serve to protect and 

conserve agricultural land and production. The City of Davis further enhances general plan goals 
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and policies through Chapter 40A of the Municipal Code which is dedicated solely to Farmland 

Preservation and Right to Farm policy as evidenced in Table 1.3 above.  

City of Davis policies do not make any direct reference to scientific studies or 

information upon which the agricultural buffer practices are based.  Buffer practices do however, 

offer flexibility in terms of uses permitted within the agricultural transition areas and buffers. City 

of Davis buffer policies stipulate a firm minimum buffer setback distance and offer few if any 

exceptions that may cause dilution. Buffer policy explicitly states that “To achieve a maximum 

separation and to comply with the 500 ft aerial spray setback established by Yolo and Solano 

Counties, a buffer wider than 150ft is encouraged” (City of Davis, 2007). The City of Davis 

agricultural buffer policy was determined to lack scientific foundation and basic flexibility, 

however policies were found to be firm and well-defined with permitted uses within buffers 

properly addressed. Specific guidance regarding construction of vegetative components within an 

agricultural buffer was not apparent.   

City of Napa, CA  

 The City of Napa, CA was founded in 1847 and is located in the northern San Francisco 

Bay area roughly 50 miles north east of Oakland and San Francisco along the Napa River. The 

City has a population of 77,106 residents and an elevation of approximately 19 feet above sea 

level (California Department of Finance, 2008 and City of Napa, 2008). The Napa Valley region 

has a Mediterranean climate with roughly 24 inches of annual precipitation received between the 

months of October and March. Average minimum and maximum temperatures range from 37 

degrees Fahrenheit in January to 82 degrees Fahrenheit in July. Napa Valley’s temperate climate 

and fertile soil enables a thriving agricultural industry which began with the planting of vineyards 

and orchards in the mid-nineteenth century and which has grown to encompass 391 wineries and 

annual fruit and nut crop revenues of $400,606,100 (Napa County, 2008). According to the most 

recent Napa County Crop Report, the region produced 115,864 tons of wine grapes and 544 tons 
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of olives in 2008. Agriculture and Tourism are the most significant industries in the region. 

Similar to the City of Arroyo Grande and the City of Davis, Napa contains some urban 

agriculture primarily small vineyards parcels. Figure 1.6 below illustrates agricultural landscapes 

in the Napa Valley area. 

Figure 1.6 – Agricultural Landscapes near Napa, CA 

 
Source: Napa Valley Vintner’s Association and Napa County Farm Bureau 
 
 The City of Napa currently operates under a Council-Manager form of government with 

planning and development review services provided through the Planning Division of the 

Community Development Department. The City’s General Plan was last updated in July 2008 

and contains goals, policies and programs for the following ten chapters/topics: land use, housing, 

transportation, community services, parks & recreation, historical resources, natural resources, 

health & safety, economics and administration. Conservation of agricultural land and the use of 

agricultural buffers are addressed in the Land Use chapter. A summary of goals, policies and 

programs related to the protection of agricultural land from urban development is located in Table 

1.4 below. In addition to the goals, policies and programs present in the Land Use element of the 

General Plan, the City of Napa also has a section of the Municipal Code under Chapter 17.52 Site 

Use and Regulations which stipulated requirements for agricultural buffers. Table 1.5 below 

contains a summary of agricultural buffer requirements contained within section 17.52.040 of the 

Municipal Code. 
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Table 1.4 – Buffer Policy in the City of Napa General Plan 
Goal Policies Programs 
LU – 1: To maintain and 
enhance Napa’s small-town 
qualities and unique 
community identity. 

LU 1.1 – The City shall maintain the Rural 
Urban Limit (RUL) and Greenbelt designation 
to define the extent of urban development  
through the year 2020 and to provide for the 
maintenance of the City’s surrounding open  
space and agriculture to separate Napa from  
other Communities. 
 
LU 1.5 – Greenways, open space, riparian  
corridors, wetland areas, and agricultural land  
shall be considered as important components  
when they exist in gateway locations. 
 

None specifically mentioned 
regarding agricultural land. 

LU – 2: Maintain the Rural 
Urban Limit (RUL) to 
contain urban development 
and support Napa County’s 
agriculture and other 
resource areas. 
 

LU 2.2 – The City shall continue to cooperate with 
the County to ensure that land proposed for 
development within the RUL is annexed to the City, 
and land outside of the RUL is conserved primarily 
for agriculture and other resource and open space 
uses. 

Chapter 10 – Administration 
contains specific criteria for 
General Plan Amendments 
which seek to modify the 
RUL. 

LU – 3: Maintain an even 
rate of development within 
the RUL over the time 
frame of the General Plan. 

LU 3.2 – To minimize urban/rural conflicts (e.g., 
pesticides, odors, noise, vandalism, feral pets), the 
City shall ensure a buffer is provided (agricultural 
setback) between residential uses on the periphery of 
the RUL and productive agricultural land outside the 
RUL. 

LU – 3.D: The City shall 
review and strengthen its 
agricultural buffer standards 
(landscape buffer widths, 
plant materials within the 
landscape buffer and 
setback distances) to address 
new concerns such as 
Pierce’s disease and to 
assure it continues to meet 
its purpose of minimizing 
conflicts between 
agricultural and urban 
residential uses. 

LU – 10: An urban pattern 
that recognizes the 
opportunities and constraints 
presented by the 
environmental setting and 
includes accessible natural 
amenities including hills, 
watercourses and wetlands 
benefitting city residents, 
workers, and visitors.  

LU 10.2 – The City shall continue to apply special 
development standards to proposed development 
within or adjacent to the following areas: 

 Riparian corridors and wetlands (including 
the Napa River); 

 Hillsides; 
 Critical wildlife habitat; and 
 Agricultural land outside the RUL 

 
LU 10.5 – When proposed development within the 
density ranges prescribed by the underlying land use 
designation is inconsistent with conservation of 
critical environmental resources, the City Council 
may reduce the project size, scale or density (to less 
than the minimum density) provided the Council 
makes one or more of the following findings: 
 
The site is adjacent to or close to (within ¼ mile) of 
important agricultural resources or other areas 
devoted to permanent agricultural activities which in 
the Council’s judgment are significant and would be 
adversely affected by a project developed at the 
minimum densities prescribed by the General Plan. 

LU – 10.B: The City shall 
revise the Zoning 
Designation of AR – 
Agricultural Residential 
District by renaming it AR – 
Agricultural Resource 
District to more closely 
reflect the RA General Plan 
designation, and by 
requiring a Conditional Use 
Permit for all uses (except 
one single family residence 
on a parcel), with a list of 
considerations that reflect 
the Resource, Conservation 
and Health & Safety 
purposes of the General 
Plan. 
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Table 1.5 – Buffer Policy in the City of Napa Municipal Code 
Purpose and Required Provisions of Agricultural Buffers 
The purpose of these regulations is to minimize potential conflicts between agriculture and urban residential uses by 
providing an appropriate agricultural buffer. 
The following provisions shall be required for all residentially zoned lots adjacent to the Rural Urban Limit (RUL) 
when development is proposed:  

 Setback – a special agricultural setback of between 80 and 120 feet between any dwellings or other buildings 
designed for human habitation and the nearest residential property line adjoining the URL. The exact distance 
shall be based upon the overall density of the residential project as follows: 
0 – 6 units per acre = 80 foot setback 
6 – 10 units per acres = 100 foot setback 
Greater than 10 units per acre = 120 foot setback 

 Permanent landscape buffer area at least 20 feet wide. 
Buffer Composition 
Within the special agricultural setback a permanent landscape buffer area at least 20 feet wide measured from the 
residential property line(s) adjoining the RUL and nearest agricultural property line(s) shall provide a clear boundary 
between urban and agricultural uses. The landscape buffer shall consist of: 

 A mix of trees, shrubs, berms, fences, walls, etc. sufficient to reduce noise, dust, diffuse light and act as 
a physical separation between the housing and agricultural activities in a design acceptable to the 
Planning Commission (or Community Development Department Director in the case of single-family 
dwellings exempt from Planning Commission review); 

Submittal Requirements:  
The agricultural buffer plan shall be drawn to scale, be of sufficient clarity to indicate the nature and extent of proposed 
work including timing or phasing and shall include the following information: 

 Name and address of owner 
 Location and Assessor’s Parcel Number. 
 North arrow and scale, as well as  the name and 

location of the nearest public road intersection 
 Site plan clearly showing special agricultural 

buffer in relation to property line(s) adjacent to 
the RUL line, adjacent property line(s), public 
streets and other features such as creeks and 
rivers as well as lot(s), building envelope(s) and 
any proposed building(s). 
 

 Name, address, professional status, license 
number and phone number of the person who 
prepared the plan. 

 Plans including detailed construction plans 
showing how the project complies with the 
requirements of an agricultural buffer plan 
including but not limited to building materials, 
construction techniques, and landscaping. 

 A summary discussion of site design and 
proposed measures to mitigate the agricultural – 
urban residential land use conflicts including 
setbacks, landscaping, grading and special 
construction techniques.  

Other Requirements: 
 No accessory structures are permitted within the 

landscape buffer area (except buffer fences and 
walls as well as pump stations or other similar 
improvements) 

 Permanence of the landscaped buffer shall be 
assured through appropriate easements or 
equally effective restrictions and ongoing 
maintenance and funding mechanisms. 

 Final landscape plans shall specify that all plant 
materials be certified by the Napa County 
Agricultural Commissioner inspection program 
for freedom from pests. 

 All approved agricultural buffer measures to 
mitigate agricultural – urban residential land use 
conflicts shall become project conditions of 
approval. 

 Site design shall include a project layout with 
streets that DO NOT end at the RUL to 
preclude a future extension into unincorporated 
areas outside the RUL. 
 

Waivers and Modifications 
 The Planning Commission or Community Development Director may, after consultation with the 

Agricultural Commissioner, waive the requirement for an agricultural buffer plan for projects where it can be 
clearly demonstrated that no agricultural – urban land use conflicts will result from development of the 
property. 

 The Planning Commission or Community Development Director may, after consultation with the 
Agricultural Commissioner, modify or substitute different requirements than those identified above for 
developments on a project specific basis if the different requirements will achieve the intended purpose of 
this section.  
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The City of Napa’s agricultural buffer policies were measured for effectiveness based 

upon the aforementioned criteria developed by Hammond. Napa was found to have a relatively 

well-defined agricultural identity and agricultural principles mainly established through explicit 

language within the general plan and development code. The City of Napa however, does not 

have a general plan element which specifically addresses agriculture and therefore Napa’s 

agricultural identity and principles were found to be slightly less strong than those displayed by 

the City of Davis. As evidenced in Table 1.4 above, within the City of Napa general plan, there 

are specific goals, policies and programs which serve to protect and conserve agricultural land 

and production. The City of Napa further enhances its general plan goals and policies through 

Chapter 17.52.040 of the Municipal Code which is dedicated to agricultural buffer policy as 

evidenced in Table 1.5 above.  

Similar to the City of Davis, City of Napa policies do not make any direct reference to 

scientific studies or information upon which the agricultural buffer practices are based.  Buffer 

practices do however, offer flexibility (minimum 80 feet – 120 feet) in terms of setback distance 

based upon proposed residential density of development adjoining the RUL. City of Napa buffer 

policies also stipulate a firm minimum permanent landscaped buffer area (20 feet) and provide 

clear direction as to how what the buffer area must contain and how it will reduce conflict 

between land uses. Specific guidance regarding construction of vegetative components within an 

agricultural buffer was not apparent; however, all vegetation proposed within the landscaped 

buffer area must be approved by the Napa County Agricultural Commissioner to prevent 

harboring of pests.     

Buffer policies within the development code were found to provide flexibility to address 

site specific circumstances yet  any waivers or modification of buffer requirements are subject to 

approval by the Planning Commission (or Community Development Director) in consultation 

with the County Agricultural Commissioner thereby reducing exceptions that may cause dilution. 
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While buffer policy lacked explicit designation of allowable uses within buffer areas, the City of 

Napa buffer policies outlined in section 17.52.040 of the Municipal Code provide strong direction 

regarding the level of detail required for submittal of an agricultural buffer plan. Overall the City 

of Napa agricultural buffer policy was determined to lack scientific foundation and well-defined 

permitted uses within buffer areas; however, policies were found to be firm and clearly directive 

of the mechanisms by which conflict reduction between adjoining land uses shall be achieved 

through design and implementation of an agricultural buffer.  

 County of San Luis Obispo, CA  

San Luis Obispo (SLO) County is located approximately halfway between San Francisco 

and Los Angeles on the Central Coast. According to the U.S. Census, SLO County encompasses 

roughly 3,316 square miles in area and is home to 269,337 residents (CA Department of Finance, 

2008). SLO County has seven incorporated cities one of which is the City of Arroyo Grande, and 

fifteen area plans for unincorporated regions of the County (San Luis Obispo County, 2008). 

Agriculture, state institutions, tourism and recreation are the principle economic sectors in San 

Luis Obispo County. The City of San Luis Obispo which is the county seat is also home to 

California Polytechnic State University (Cal Poly), San Luis Obispo. 

Fertile soil, available groundwater resources and a moderate Mediterranean climate 

provide for a thriving agricultural economy in SLO County. Some of the most highly productive 

agricultural regions of the County include irrigated croplands in the Arroyo Grande and La 

Cienega valleys, vineyards in Edna Valley and around Paso Robles, orchards in the Nipomo 

Valley as well as dry land farming in North county and cattle grazing in the coastal hills and 

interior valleys. San Luis Obispo County produces a variety of fruit, nut, and vegetable crops. 

According to the most recent Crop Report, revenue from fruit and nut production including crops 

such as avocados, wine grapes, lemons, strawberries and oranges totaled approximately 

$229,835,000 in 2008 (San Luis Obispo County, 2008). SLO County also produces a variety of 
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vegetable crops including bell peppers, broccoli, cabbage, cauliflower, lettuce, and celery. In 

2008 SLO County vegetable crop revenues totaled approximately $203,427,000. Figure 1.7 

below illustrates agricultural landscapes in San Luis Obispo County. 

Figure 1.7 – Agricultural Landscapes in San Luis Obispo County CA 

 
Source: San Luis Obispo County Agricultural Commissioner 
 
 San Luis Obispo County operates under a Board of Supervisors with additional land use 

decision-making authority and advisory input from the Planning Commission. Development 

Review services are provided through the Department of Planning and Building. The County 

Department of Agriculture’s Agricultural Resources Land Use Program provides land use project 

review and input to ensure protection of County agricultural resources. The Agriculture and Open 

Space Element of the General Plan is currently going through the update process. Through this 

process the combined element will be divided into a separate Agriculture Element as well as a 

Conservation and Open Space Element. Draft elements and environmental review documents 

have been released and public hearings are scheduled to begin in June 2009. For the purposes of 

this case study the last amended Agriculture and Open Space Element (January 2007) was 

reviewed.  

 The SLO County Agriculture and Open Space Element contains four main goals 

including to: 1.) Support County Agricultural Production, 2.) Conserve Agricultural Resources, 

3.) Protect Agricultural Lands and 4.) Encourage Public Education and Participation. SLO 

County has numerous policies within the Agriculture and Open Space element pertaining to the 

use of agricultural land, resource conservation and management and protection of agricultural 

land.  Agriculture Policy AGP 17 specifically relates to Agricultural Buffers and states that the 
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County will, Protect land designated Agriculture and other lands in production agriculture by 

using natural or man-made buffers where adjacent to non-agricultural land uses in accordance 

with the agricultural buffer policies adopted by the Board of Supervisors (Appendix D). This 

policy is further substantiated by two implementation measures which are summarized in Table 

1.6 below. 

Table 1.6 – Buffer Policy in the San Luis Obispo County General Plan 
Goal Policy Implementation Measures 
AG2 – Conserve Agricultural 
Resources 
 
AG3 – Protect Agricultural Lands 

AGP 17 – Agricultural Buffers 
Protect land designated Agriculture 
and other lands in production 
agriculture by using natural or 
man-made buffers where adjacent to 
non-agricultural land uses in 
accordance with the Agricultural 
Buffer Policies adopted by the Board 
of Supervisors (Appendix D). 

1.) The County Department of 
Agriculture shall review 
applications for land division, lot 
line adjustments, land use 
permits and proposed general 
plan amendments for consistency 
with the Agricultural Buffer 
Policies adopted by the Board of 
Supervisors (Appendix D). 

2.) The Department of Planning and 
Building, the County Department 
of Agriculture, and agricultural 
interest groups should develop 
proposed amendments to the 
Agricultural Buffer Policies 
establishing a disclosure process 
(similar to that found in the Right 
to Farm Ordinance, Title 5 of the 
County Code) that would inform 
potential buyers and sellers of 
properties that, as part of the 
County’s approval of a 
discretionary land use permit, an 
agricultural buffer has been 
applied to a property. 

 
 
In addition to agricultural conservation goals and policies, the San Luis Obispo County Board of 

Supervisors adopted Appendix D of the Agriculture and Open Space Element in 2005 which 

provides specific policy for the use of agricultural buffers. According to the County Department 

of Agriculture, buffers are intended to provide:  

“…space for typical farming practices to continue even when development occurs in or near farm 
operations. Buffers are intended to both protect farming operations from nuisance complaints 
and to protect the health and safety of the general public from the effects of farm operations 
including noise, dust, odor, legal pesticide use and other normal activities that are part of the art 
and business of farming and ranching.” (San Luis Obispo County, 2005, p.1) 
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All buffer recommendations made by the Agriculture Department are based upon the 

County’s Agricultural Buffer Policy contained within Appendix D of the Agriculture and Open 

Space Element of the General Plan which is summarized in Tables 1.7 and 1.8 below. Buffers are 

adopted through the land use review process and result in a legally required separation distance 

located on the property of the proposed development between residences, schools, and other land 

uses that may be potentially incompatible with nearby agricultural production. The type and 

extent of agricultural use as well as zoning, site specific non-agricultural factors and the nature of 

the land use proposal are the major factors considered by the Department of Agriculture in 

determining potential for significant land use conflict between proposed development and 

existing agricultural production. Realistic future agricultural uses on agriculturally zoned parcels 

are considered in the development of buffer recommendations and buffer distances are applied on 

a case-by-case basis considering all relevant site specific factors such as type of crop production 

and existing topography.  
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Table 1.7 – Buffer Policy in SLO County General Plan Appendix D 
Overall Agricultural Buffer Policy Statement and Objectives 
The County’s land use planning program serves to: 

1.) Promote and protect agriculture 
2.) Protect the public’s health and safety 
3.) Provide the Board of Supervisors and City 

Councils with technical information and 
assistance in dealing with land use compatibility 
and capability issues affecting agriculture. 

These policies are carried out through: 
 Review of land use proposals in or near 

agricultural areas; and 
 Recommend  mitigation measures where 

necessary. 

Objectives of the County Department of Agriculture Land 
Use Program serve to ensure that the Department will: 
 

1.) Make a determination of “significant land use 
conflict” on project referrals and provide a basis 
for such determination. 
 

2.) Recommend mitigation measures to be 
provided if a significant land use conflict 
determination is made. 

Determination of Significant Land Use Conflict and Land Use Compatibility/Issue Areas 
The determination of significant land use conflict is based 
upon the following factors: 
 

1.) Type and extent of agricultural use, such as type 
of crop production. 
 

2.) Zoning of the adjacent parcels. 
 

3.) Site-specific non-crop factors such as 
topography and prevailing wind direction. 

 
4.) Nature of the land use proposal. 

The following land use compatibility and issue areas are 
considered to determine conflict potential and mitigation: 

 Pesticide Use  
 Noise 
 Dust 
 Trespass/Litter/Vandalism/Theft/Liability 
 Rodent Control 
 Agricultural Burning 
 Bee Keeping 
 Erosion and Development 
 Other sources of land use conflict unique to 

certain situations 
Referral Process for County Department of Agriculture Review of Land Use Proposals Affecting Agricultural Land 

 
1.) The Agricultural Commissioner’s office responds to referrals sent by the Environmental Coordinator’s  

Office, Planning Department or city government. Responses are in writing and advisory only. 
2.) An on-site evaluation is conducted usually with the applicant and/or agent. Nearby agricultural operators are 

contacted whenever possible. 
3.) Existing agricultural use (within an appropriate range) is evaluated for potential significant land use conflict 

with the proposal. Realistic future agricultural uses on agriculturally zoned parcels may be considered. 
4.) Buffer determinations and other mitigation measures are made on a case-by-case basis considering all 

relevant factors.  County-wide standard or minimum setback distances are not used. 
5.) Recommended mitigation measures are subject to review and modification by our staff as long as the margin 

of safety is maintained, potential nuisance issues are adequately addressed and potential land use conflict is 
maintained at a level below significance.  

6.) Agricultural Commissioner land use reports will also identify potential land use conflicts and negative impact 
to agriculture in situations which may be partially or not mitigated. For example, even with buffer setbacks, 
agriculturalists may be further restricted in production practices or experience losses due to adjacent 
development. 

Overview of Mitigation Measure Objectives and Scope 
 
The use of agricultural buffers as mitigation measures is 
based upon the following: 

 Building setbacks (buffers) and/or screening 
techniques such as walls and landscaping are 
useful to increase the likelihood of 
compatibility between development (homes, 
schools etc.) and agricultural property. 

 Buffers are the most effective mitigation 
measure. 

 
The scope of agricultural buffers as mitigation measures 
reflects the following: 

 Building setbacks shall specify distances 
between agricultural property lines and future 
building sites. 

 Uses within an agricultural buffer may include 
landscaping, barns, storage buildings, orchards, 
pastures, etc. 

 The County does not have authority to restrict 
agricultural land use to accomplish the 
recommended buffer. The Commissioner may 
impose spray buffers and other pest 
management practice restrictions if needed. 
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Table 1.8 – Buffer Distance Policy in SLO County General Plan Appendix D 
Agricultural Buffer Distance Determinations 
General guidelines for buffer distance determinations 
include: 

 Determinations are made based on all relevant 
site and project criteria, practical knowledge of 
agricultural practices, technical literature, 
contact with other professionals within the 
University, industry, government agencies and 
training. 

 The concepts of “margin of safety” and 
“probability” are used in determining setback 
distances/ 

 Department land use reports will identify 
recommended mitigation and not project 
alternatives.  

 Buffer mitigations deal with reducing future or 
additional impacts on agriculture. Existing 
development may be such that a land use 
proposal does not significantly worsen the 
present land use conflict. 

Due to the fact that agricultural practices vary 
considerably by type of crop, buffer distances may vary 
accordingly. Ranges are provided to account vary 
considerably by type of crop, buffer distances may vary 
accordingly. Ranges are provided to account for site 
specific or project specific factors: 
 
Type of Crop                                               Buffer Range 
 
Vineyard                                                   400 – 800 feet 
Irrigated Orchards                                     300 – 800 feet 
Irrigated Vegetables and Berries              200 – 500 feet 
Field Crops                                                100 – 400 feet 
Dry Farm Almonds                                    100 – 200 feet 
Rangeland/Pasture                                      50 – 200 feet 
Wholesale Nurseries                                   100 – 500 feet 
Animal Husbandry                                            See LUE 

Specific Situational Issues 
The following specific situational issues are taken into account when the Department of Agriculture makes 
determinations regarding land use conflict and mitigation measure recommendations: 

 When buffers are recommended for proposed land use projects adjacent to production agriculture on non-
agriculturally zoned property, the report shall contain a statement that in the event farming on the adjacent 
agricultural land is discontinued, the potential for significant land use conflict may cease and mitigation 
measures may not be necessary. 

 The Department will not recommend the specific type of plant material or construction material for a wall or 
fence, but may state objectives and evaluate an applicant’s written proposal. Organic farming processes will 
not typically influence mitigation measures. 

 Specific types of proposed industrial land uses adjacent to agricultural land will be evaluated on a case-by-
case basis through the referral process. 

 Land use conflict may be significantly reduced is the agricultural use and the proposed use is owned/operated 
by the same party (i.e. winery or road side stand added to an existing agricultural operation) 

 Pre-existing home sites existing within a buffer zone are not affected by buffer restrictions. Buffer only affect 
location of new home sites.  

 
 
San Luis Obispo County’s agricultural buffer policies were measured for effectiveness 

based upon the aforementioned criteria developed by Hammond. SLO County was found to have 

a relatively well-defined agricultural identity and agricultural principles mainly established 

through explicit language within the general plan and presence of a specific element addressing 

agriculture. As evidenced in Table 1.6 above, within the San Luis Obispo County general plan, 

there are specific goals, policies and programs which serve to protect and conserve agricultural 

land and production. SLO County further enhances its general plan goals and policies through 

Appendix D of the Agriculture and Open Space Element of the general plan which is dedicated to 

agricultural buffer policy as evidenced in Tables 1.7 and 1.8 above.  
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Similar to the Cities of Davis and Napa, SLO County policies do not make any direct 

reference to scientific studies or information upon which the agricultural buffer practices are 

based however; SLO County specifies that “determinations are made based on all relevant site 

and project criteria, practical knowledge of agricultural practices, technical literature, contact 

with other professionals within the University, industry, government agencies and training.” 

County buffer practices do offer flexibility (between 50 feet – 800 feet) in terms of setback 

distance based upon type of crop production. SLO County buffer policies do not stipulate a 

minimum permanent landscaped buffer area nor do they require a vegetative component. The 

Agriculture Department will not recommend specific types of plant material or construction 

materials for a wall or fence but will evaluate an applicant’s written proposal. The County does 

provide an approved plant list which contains species determined to be appropriate for 

agricultural buffers. Buffer determinations and other mitigation measures are made on a case-by-

case basis in consideration of all relevant crop and non-crop specific factors. 

Buffer policies within the general plan were found to provide flexibility to address site 

specific issues due to County policy emphasizing case-by-case determination of buffer 

recommendations based crop and non-crop specific factors. Recommended buffer ranges by crop 

type were found to be much wider than buffer distances specified by the Cities of Davis and 

Napa. County buffer policy clearly states that buffer recommendations are advisory only which 

weakens the enforceability of buffer determinations. Overall San Luis Obispo agricultural buffer 

policy was determined to base land use conflict determination and buffer/mitigation 

recommendation on review of scientific and technical information; however, while policies were 

found to be firm and clearly directive of the mechanisms by which conflict reduction between 

adjoining land uses shall be determined, information regarding actual design and implementation 

of an agricultural buffer, independent of a stipulated crop specific setback range, was found to be 

limited.  
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County of Stanislaus, CA 

 Stanislaus County is located in the heart of the Central Valley between San Joaquin and 

Merced counties. Stanislaus is one of the fastest growing counties in California encompassing 

roughly 1,494 square miles and home to approximately 525,903 residents (CA Department of 

Finance, 2008). The County consists of nine incorporated cities: 1.) Ceres, 2.) Hughson, 3.) 

Modesto, 4.) Newman, 5.) Oakdale, 6.) Patterson, 7.) Riverbank, 8.) Turlock and 9.) Waterford as 

well as seven unincorporated planning areas: 1.) Crows Landing, 2.) Del Rio, 3.) Denair, 4.) 

Knights Ferry, 5.) La Grange, 6.) Salida and 7.) Westley. The major economic base of Stanislaus 

County is agriculture; however, increased population growth has led to a diversifying economy 

and growth in economic sectors such as services and retail trade (Stanislaus County, 2007a).  

 Agriculture is the leading industry in Stanislaus County generating an annual gross 

agricultural value in excess of two billion dollars (Stanislaus County, 2007b). Farm production 

supports the Stanislaus economy by generating the need for related industries such as food 

processing, retail and wholesale trade, marketing and transportation. Stanislaus County’s 

favorable climate and flat, fertile soils combined with available irrigation water and electricity 

have enabled it to become an agricultural epicenter within California producing a large variety of 

commodities such as milk, chicken and poultry products, almonds, cattle and calves, walnuts, 

silage, deciduous fruit and nut trees, tomatoes and peaches (Stanislaus County, 2007b). 

According to the 2007 Stanislaus County Crop Report, production total of all commodities 

equaled $2,413,571,000. Figure 1.8 below illustrates agricultural landscapes in Stanislaus County. 

Figure 1.8 – Agricultural Landscapes in Stanislaus County CA 

 
Source: Stanislaus County Farm Bureau and Agriculture Commissioner 
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The same attributes that make Stanislaus County well suited for agriculture also make the 

County attractive for urban development (Stanislaus County, 2007a). Explosive population 

growth between the 1980’s and 1990’s and subsequent loss of agricultural resources led to the 

development of an Agricultural Element of the Stanislaus County General Plan in 1992 which 

was substantially updated in 2007. The purpose of the Agricultural Element is “to promote and 

protect local agriculture through the adoption of polices designed to achieve three main goals: 

1.) Strengthen the agricultural sector of our economy, 2.) Conserve our agricultural land for 

agricultural uses, and 3.) Protect the natural resources that sustain Stanislaus County.” The 

Stanislaus County Agricultural Element focuses on mitigating negative economic and 

environmental impacts to agricultural land and establishes policies to protect agricultural 

production by minimizing conflicts between agriculture, the environment, and urban 

development. Table 1.9 below summarizes the goals, objectives, policies and implementation 

measures with specific emphasis on mitigating conflict between farming and non-agricultural 

land use. 

Table 1.9 – Buffer Policy in the Stanislaus County General Plan 
Goal Objective Policy Implementation Measures 
1.) Strengthen the 

agricultural sector 
of our economy. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1.3 - Minimize 
agricultural conflict. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1.7 – Encourage regional 
coordination in the Central 
Valley 

1.9 – The County shall 
continue to protect 
agricultural resources by 
limiting the circumstances 
under which agricultural 
operations may be deemed a 
nuisance. 
 
1.10 – The County shall 
protect agricultural operations 
from conflicts with non-
agricultural uses by requiring 
buffers between proposed 
non-agricultural uses and 
adjacent agricultural 
operations. 
 
 
1.22 – The County shall 
encourage regional 
coordination of planning and 
development activities for the 
entire Central Valley. 

1 – The County shall 
continue to implement the 
Right to Farm Ordinance; 
  

2 – The County shall utilize 
complaints related to 
agricultural activities as 
educational opportunities. 
 

1 – The County shall require 
buffers and setbacks for all 
discretionary projects 
introducing/expanding non-
agricultural uses in/or 
adjacent to an agricultural 
area consistent with the 
guidelines presented in 
Appendix A of the 
Agricultural Element. 
 

1 – The County shall 
participate in regional efforts 
to address long-range 
planning issues. 
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 Similar to San Luis Obispo County, Stanislaus County has specific agricultural buffer 

policies contained within an appendix to the Agricultural Element. Appendix A of the 

Agricultural Element of the Stanislaus County General Plan is dedicated to Agricultural Buffer 

and Setback Guidelines. Buffer guidelines and policies are summarized in Tables1.10 and 1.11. 

below. 

Table 1.10 – Stanislaus County Agricultural Buffer and Setback Guidelines 
Purpose and Intent of Stanislaus County Buffer and Setback Guidelines 

 Protect the long-term health of local agriculture by minimizing conflicts resulting from normal agricultural 
practices as a consequence of new or expanding non-agricultural uses approved adjacent to the General 
Agriculture zoning district. 

 Establish standards for the development and maintenance of buffers and setbacks designed to physically and 
biologically avoid conflicts between agricultural and non-agricultural uses.  

Applicability 
These guidelines shall apply to: 

 All new or expanding non-agricultural uses approved by discretionary permit in the General Agriculture 
zoning district or on a parcel adjoining the General Agriculture zoning district. 

 Non-agricultural uses located within a LAFCO adopted SOI for an incorporated city shall be subject to these 
guidelines if the project site is located within 300 feet of any production agriculture operation. 

 Buffer and setback requirements shall be located on the parcel for which a discretionary permit is sought and 
shall protect the maximum amount of adjoining farmland. 

Buffer Design Standards for New Non-Agricultural Uses 
 All projects shall incorporate a minimum 150 foot wide buffer. Projects which propose people intensive 

outdoor activities such as athletic fields shall incorporate a minimum 300 foot wide buffer. 
 All buffers shall incorporate a solid wall and vegetative screen consistent with the following standards:  

 
Fencing:  A six foot high solid wall of uniform construction shall be installed along any portion of a buffer 
where the project site and the adjoining agricultural operation share a common parcel line.  
 
Vegetative Screen (minimum standards): 2 staggered rows of trees and shrubs characterized by 
evergreen foliage extending from the base of the plant to the crown. Fast growing plants with a short life-
span shall be discouraged. Trees and shrubs should be vigorous, drought tolerant, and at least 6 feet in height 
at the time of installation. Plants shall have 50 to 70% porosity. Plant height shall vary in order to capture 
drift within 4 feet of ground application of pesticides. A mature height of 15 feet or more shall be required for 
each tree. To ensure adequate coverage, two staggered rows of trees and shrubs shall be located 5 feet apart 
and consist of minimum 5 gallon plants at least 6 feet tall planted 10 feet on center. Alternative spacing 
between rows may be authorized to accommodate the needs of specific plant species. 

Permitted Uses Within a Buffer Area: 
 Public Roadways 
 Utilities 
 Drainage Facilities 
 Landscaping 
 Parking Lots 
 Similar low human intensity uses 
 Walking and bike areas are permitted if designed without rest areas 
 Landscaping shall be designed to exclude turf areas which may induce activities and add to overall 

maintenance costs and water usage. 
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Table 1.11 – Additional Stanislaus County Agricultural Buffer and Setback Guidelines 
Buffer and Setback Design for Expanding Non-Agricultural Uses: 

 Where existing development on a project site will allow, accommodation of a buffer as required for new non-
agricultural uses shall be provided. 

 Where existing development on a project site will not allow a buffer as required for new non-agricultural 
uses, fencing and vegetative screening as required for non-agricultural uses shall be provided within the area 
available. 

 A minimum building setback of 150 feet, measured from the property line of any adjoining property located 
in the General Agriculture district shall be required for any addition to an existing building or any new 
building associated with the expansion of a non-agricultural use. 

Buffer Setback and Maintenance Criteria: 
 Projects subject to these guidelines shall be conditioned to require that property owners be responsible for all 

aspects of on-going maintenance of buffer and setback areas. 
 Property owner(s) shall be responsible for maintaining landscape plants in a healthy and attractive condition. 
 A landowners association or other responsible entity shall be required to maintain buffers to control litter, fire 

hazards, pests, and other maintenance problems when a project consists of multiple parcels which may be 
held under separate ownership. 

 The property owner, landowners association, or responsible entity shall be responsible for maintaining 
landscape plants in a healthy and attractive condition. Dead or dying plants shall be replaced with materials 
of equal size and similar variety within 30 days of weather permitting. 

 When buffers are required as part of a specific plan, the County may require dedication of buffer areas and 
formation of a service district to insure long-term up keep and maintenance of the buffer. 

Agricultural Transition and Alternative Buffer and Setback Design Standards 
 The Board of Supervisors may authorize the abandonment and reuse of buffer areas if agricultural uses on all 

adjacent parcels within 150 foot radius of the project site have permanently ceased. 
 Any alternative buffer and setback design standards proposed by a project applicant shall be reviewed and 

supported by the Stanislaus County Agricultural Advisory Board prior to consideration by the Stanislaus 
County Planning Department. In no case shall the required standards be reduced, unless the proposed 
alternative is found to provide equal or greater protection to surrounding agricultural uses. 

  
Stanislaus County’s agricultural buffer policies were measured for effectiveness based 

upon the aforementioned criteria developed by Hammond to determine presence of agricultural 

identity, scientific basis for agricultural buffer policies and policy flexibility. Stanislaus County 

was found to have a well-defined agricultural identity and agricultural principles mainly 

established through explicit language within the general plan and presence of a specific element 

addressing agriculture which identifies the importance of agriculture to the County’s economy. 

As evidenced in Table 1.9 above, within the Stanislaus County general plan, there are specific 

goals, objectives, policies and implementation measures which serve to protect and conserve 

agricultural land and production. Stanislaus County further enhances its general plan goals and 

policies through Appendix A of the Agriculture Element of the general plan which provides 

specific agricultural buffer and setback guidelines as evidenced in Tables 1.10 and 1.11 above.  
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Similar to the Cities of Davis, Napa and SLO County, Stanislaus County policies do not 

make any direct reference to scientific studies or information upon which the agricultural buffer 

practices are based however; County buffer and setback guidelines demonstrate consistency with 

several published buffer studies including the Landscaped Buffer Specifications  developed by the 

Provincial Agricultural Lands Commission of British Columbia and the Planning Guidelines: 

Separating Agriculture and Residential Uses published by the Department of Natural Resources 

Local Government Planning in Queensland Australia. Unlike San Luis Obispo County, Stanislaus 

County buffer setback practices don’t offer setback distance flexibility based upon type of crop 

production but rather prescribe a minimum 150 foot setback for non-agricultural land uses 

adjacent to agriculturally zoned parcels and a minimum 300 foot setback for projects which 

propose people intensive uses such as athletic fields. Also unlike San Luis Obispo County, 

Stanislaus County buffer policy specifies a minimum buffer and requires both fencing and a 

vegetative component. Stanislaus County provides clear direction regarding attributes and 

planting density of the agricultural buffer vegetative component as summarized in Tables 1.10 

and 1.11. Buffer guidelines outlined in Appendix A are considered to be minimum standards 

which may be intensified as needed to address project specific issues. 

Buffer policies within Appendix A of the general plan were found to provide flexibility to 

address site specific issues yet not allow dilution of buffer effectiveness due to the requirement 

for alternative buffer design review and approval by the County Agricultural Advisory Board 

prior to consideration by the Board of Supervisors. Installation of agricultural buffers is also 

required for expansion of non-agricultural uses to the extent that property can accommodate 

buffer requirements. Appendix A also clearly stipulates buffer maintenance requirements. Overall 

Stanislaus County agricultural buffer policy was determined to base land recommended buffer 

policy on information from published buffer studies and policies were found to be firm and 

clearly directive regarding the construction and maintenance of an agricultural buffer.  
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County of Ventura, CA 

Ventura County is located northwest of Los Angeles County bordered by Kern County to 

the north, Santa Barbara County to the northwest, and the Pacific Ocean to the southwest. 

Ventura County formed in 1873 from Santa Barbara County and covers roughly 1,873 square 

miles with 43 miles of coastline. Operated as a general law county with a five member Board of 

Supervisors, Ventura County has ten incorporated cities, eight planning areas and approximately 

831,587 residents (CA Department of Finance, 2008). Major industries within the County 

include: Agriculture, Biotechnology, Telecommunications, Manufacturing, Tourism and Military 

Testing/Development (Ventura County, 2008a).  

Topography within Ventura County varies substantially from mountainous terrain in the 

eastern region with an elevation at Mount Piru of 8,831 feet, gradually decreasing westward 

through the interior valleys to the coastal plains at sea level. Ventura County’s diverse 

topography accounts for six different microclimates within the county’s jurisdictional boundaries. 

Ventura County features a Mediterranean climate ideally suited for agricultural production with 

an average annual temperature of 74 degrees Fahrenheit (Ventura County, 2008a). Ventura 

County is one of the principal agricultural counties in the state with over 80,500 acres of land 

zoned for agricultural production. The county grows row crops on the coastal plains, orchards on 

the hillsides, nursery stock in the valleys and is world renown for its high-value specialty crops 

such as strawberries (Ventura County, 2008a). 

 According to the 2007 Agricultural Commissioner’s Crop Report, Ventura County 

agricultural production yielded over $1.5 billion in revenue from crops such as strawberries, 

nursery stock, lemons, celery and tomatoes. Figure 1.9 below illustrates agricultural landscapes in 

Ventura County. 
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Figure 1.9 – Agricultural Landscapes in Ventura County CA 

 
Source: Ventura County Agriculture Commissioner and Ventura County Farm Bureau 
 
 The urbanized nature of Ventura County presents many challenges to the long term 

viability of agricultural production (Ventura County, 2008b). The conservation of farmland 

resources is addressed in the Resources Element of the Ventura County General Plan, last 

amended in December 2008. Unlike San Luis Obispo and Stanislaus Counties, Ventura County’s 

general plan does not contain a separate agriculture element but rather addresses the conservation 

of farmland as an important county-wide resource in the Resource Element. Goals, policies and 

programs related to the conservation of agricultural resources in Ventura County are summarized 

in Table 1.12 below. 
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Table 1.12 – Buffer Policy in the Ventura County General Plan 
Goals Policies Programs 

1.) Preserve and protect 
irrigated agricultural lands 
as a non-renewable 
resource to assure 
continued availability of 
such lands for the 
production of food, fiber, 
and ornamentals. 

2.) Encourage the continuation 
and development of 
facilities and programs that 
enhance the marketing of 
County grown agricultural 
products 

1.) Discretionary development 
located on land designated 
as Agricultural and 
identified as Prime 
Farmland or Farmland of 
Statewide Importance shall 
be planned and designed to 
remove as little land as 
possible from potential 
agricultural production and 
to minimize topsoil 
impacts. 

2.) Hillside agricultural 
grading shall be regulated 
through the Hillside 
Erosion Control Ordinance. 

3.) Land Conservation Act 
Contracts shall be 
encouraged on irrigated 
farmlands. 

4.) The Public Works Agency 
shall plan transportation 
capital improvements so as 
to mitigate impacts to 
important farmlands to the 
extent feasible. 

5.) The County shall preserve 
agricultural land by 
retaining and expanding the 
existing Greenbelt 
Agreements and 
encouraging the formation 
of additional agreements. 

6.) Discretionary development 
adjacent to Agricultural-
designated lands shall not 
conflict with the 
agricultural use of those 
lands.  

1.) The Planning Division, in 
conjunction with the 
Agricultural 
Commissioner, Farm 
Advisor, Agricultural 
Advisory Committee and 
Assessor’s Office will 
administer, periodically 
review and update as 
necessary the County’s 
Land Conservation Act 
Guidelines and standards 
contract language. 

2.) The Planning Division, in 
conjunction with the 
Agricultural 
Commissioner, Farm 
Advisor and Agricultural 
Advisory Committee, will 
develop and implement 
standards governing 
development adjacent to 
agricultural uses. The 
standards should address 
fencing and spray buffers 
between agricultural areas 
and residences, off-site 
flood control measures, 
siltation control from 
grading operations and the 
development of a standard 
County-imposed 
entitlement condition 
which notifies new 
property owners of County 
and State laws protecting 
agricultural operations. 
After the development of 
standards, they should be 
added as policies into the 
General Plan to guide 
future land use decisions. 

3.) The Planning Division will 
continue to work with State 
and Federal agencies to 
periodically update the 
Important Farmlands 
Inventory Map to reflect 
current conditions. 

4.) The Planning Division will 
prepare an annual status 
report on Land 
Conservation Act 
Contracts, agricultural 
acreage and other 
agriculture related 
information. 
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In addition to the goals, policies and programs contained within the Resources Element of 

the general plan, Ventura County also has several other policy mechanisms for agricultural 

resource protection including the Ventura County Right to Farm Ordinance as well review by the 

County Agricultural Commissioner’s Office of all land use applications with the potential to 

affect agricultural resources. Land use application review at the County Agriculture Department 

level is two-fold: the Commissioner’s Office employs a senior land use planner to review all 

applications and the Commissioner’s Office provides staff support to the five-member 

Agricultural Policy Advisory Committee (APAC) which is appointed by the County Board of 

Supervisors to advise decision makers on individual projects, County Zoning Ordinance and 

General Plan amendments as well as other matters affecting the County’s agricultural resources. 

 Another policy resource for the protection of agricultural resources in Ventura County is 

the “Save Open-Space and Agricultural Resources” (SOAR) Ordinance adopted in 1998 which 

requires county-wide voter approval of any change to the County General Plan involving the 

“Agricultural,” “Open-Space,” or “Rural” land use map designations, or any change to a General 

Plan goal or policy related to those land use designations. Ventura County’s SOAR Ordinance is 

in effect through December 31, 2020. According to the Ag Futures Alliance (AFA), as of 

February 2006 every city in Ventura County with the exception of Port Hueneme is protected by 

either a SOAR ordinance or similar policy addressing growth (Ventura County 2008c). In 

addition to general plan policies, Right to Farm and SOAR ordinances, Ventura County has a 

third policy resource for agricultural resource protection. In September 2003, the Ventura County 

AFA published an issue paper, Land Use Principles to Achieve Agricultural Sustainability in 

Ventura County, available on the Agricultural Commissioner’s website, which determined that: 

 Land use practices of building residential neighborhoods directly next to farmland cause 
continual conflicts, resulting in the steady erosion of the agricultural industry. The principles set 
forth in this document suggest buffers and reasonable boundaries between agricultural and 
urban uses to reduce conflicts and allow the best use for each segment of society, allowing both 
to survive and prosper. (Ventura County Ag Futures Alliance, 2003, p.3)  
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The AFA set forth land use principles for agricultural sustainability in Ventura County which 

include the following: 1.) Buffers are necessary between agriculture and neighboring uses, 2.) 

Permanent boundaries are needed between agricultural production areas and urban uses, 3.) 

Development strategies should encourage protection of agricultural lands, and 4.) Regulatory 

structure should allow flexibility for agricultural operations. Land use principles and policies for 

long term conservation of agriculture were developed in a collaborative forum by a diverse group 

of stakeholders representing agricultural, environmental and civic interests. In February 2006, 

AFA published Findings and Recommendations: Follow-Up to Issue Paper No. 3 Land Use 

Principles to Achieve Agricultural Sustainability in Ventura County. Table 1.13 below 

summarizes the policies outlined under principle one which specifically involves the use of 

agricultural buffers. 

Table 1.13 – Ag Futures Alliance Buffer Principles and Recommendations 
Principle 1: Buffers are necessary between agriculture and neighboring uses. 

 
1.) Create and maintain buffers between agricultural lands and urban uses. Buffers can include both a.) physical 

separators such as set backs, vegetative barriers and fencing, and b) use-related separation through 
transitional zoning, restrictions and conditions. 

2.) Buffer zones between urban and agricultural areas in all cities should be based upon consistent standards. The 
Ventura County Agricultural Policy Advisory Committee (APAC) and the Agricultural Commissioner should 
develop these consistent standards and monitor compliance by cities and the County. 

3.) Responsibility for the buffer rests with the encroaching urban use, not the pre-existing agricultural use. 
Without buffers, urban uses can build right up to the agricultural operations or the SOAR line, jeopardizing 
adjoining agriculture. 

4.) Where no buffer exists or is feasible, the grower should be compensated for loss of production or value due to 
the interfering urban use. 
 

Recommendations: 
 An ordinance requiring adherence with APAC guidelines must be adopted by all the cities and the county, as 

well as by applicable state agencies. These buffer policies need to be written into land use ordinances and 
General Plans in order to ensure continuity through staff and political changes within jurisdictions. 

 Ordinances must allow for site-specific buffer solutions under special circumstances. Planners should use 
APAC guidelines to recommend site-specific buffer solutions that are appropriate to meet safety and 
functional requirements. Species of plants used, prevailing wind directions, elevations, method of application, 
etc. all affect the design successful buffers. 

 Buffers must be the financial responsibility of the encroaching party, which generally is the urban 
development. They must provide land for a buffer from their encroaching project, must plant and maintain 
the appropriate vegetative shelter-belt and/or buy buffer rights from the adjacent farmer. 

 LAFCO must adopt a set of rules regarding the buffer policy issue. LAFCO as the gatekeeper to new 
development within the county, must place appropriate conditions on any annexation of farmland in order to 
ensure that the adjacent farmland is able to continue sustainable farming practices. 
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The proposed land use principles and recommendations outlined by the AFA are designed to be 

adopted by cities within Ventura County and incorporated into their planning process and 

documents to, “promote meaningful consensus on an applicable, long-term strategy for 

protection of agriculture in Ventura County.” (Ventura Ag Futures Alliance, 2003, p.3). While 

the land use principles are not enforceable outright, they provide an important policy resource for 

jurisdictions wishing to explore policy options to support agricultural sustainability and align 

their agricultural protection policies with those of Ventura County.  

 Similar to San Luis Obispo and Stanislaus Counties, Ventura County has specific 

agricultural/urban buffer policy however, it is not directly contained within the General Plan and 

is administered by the Agriculture Commissioner and the Agricultural Policy Advisory 

Committee (APAC). Ventura County’s Agricultural/Urban Buffer Policy was last updated in July 

2006 and is summarized in Tables 1.14 and 1.15 below. 
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Table 1.14 – Ventura County Agricultural/Urban Buffer Policy - Design 
Purpose of Ventura County Agricultural/Urban Buffer Policy 

 Protect the public health, safety and welfare of the citizens of Ventura County. 
 Protect the economic viability and long-term sustainability of the Ventura County agricultural industry. 
 Provide guidelines to prevent and/or mitigate conflicts that may arise at the agricultural/urban interface. 

Applicability 
This buffer policy applies: 

 Where urban structures or on-going non-farming activities are permitted adjacent to land 1.) in crop or 
orchard production; or 2.) classified by the California Department of Conservation Important Farmland 
Inventory as Prime, Statewide Importance, Unique or Local Importance farmland. 

 To projects requiring discretionary approval by the county or a city where the proposed non-farming activity 
is abutting or on land zoned AE, OS or RA and the farming activity is located outside a Sphere of Influence. 

Application to New Development 
 A 300 foot setback to new structures and sensitive uses is required on the non-agricultural property unless 

a vegetative screen is installed. With a vegetative screen the buffer/setback is a minimum of 150 feet.  
 Where applicable, urban developments or non-agricultural uses shall be conditioned to provide and maintain 

a 300 foot setback and chain-link fence on the non-agricultural property between the urban use and the 
agriculture, or a 150 foot buffer/setback if a vegetative screen as described below is used.  
 
Fencing Requirements:  A reinforced 8 foot chain link fence with top bar is required on applicable urban 
developments to deter pilferage and vandalism of crops. Placement is nearest the agricultural side. If the 
agricultural field has a fence, the requirement may be satisfied. 
 
Minimum Standards for Vegetative Screen (Shelter Belt): 

 2 staggered rows of trees and shrubs characterized by evergreen foliage extending from the 
base of the plant to the crown.  

  Trees and shrubs should be vigorous, drought tolerant, and at least 6 feet in height at the time of 
installation.  

 Plants should have 50 to 70% porosity.  
 Plant height shall vary in order to capture drift within 4 feet of ground application of pesticides.  
 A mature height of 15 feet or more shall is required for each trees.  
 To ensure adequate coverage, two staggered rows of trees and shrubs shall be located 5 feet apart 

and consist of minimum 5 gallon plants at least 6 feet tall planted 10 feet on center. 
 Recommended plants include: Toyon (Heteromeles arbutifolia), Sugarbush (Malosma laurina) and 

Italian cypress (Cupressus sempervirens).  
 A long-term plan shall be in place for maintaining the vegetation. 
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Table 1.15 – Ventura County Agricultural/Urban Buffer Policy - Use 
Acceptable Uses within 300 feet of Agriculture: 

 Parking lots and garages 
 Landscaping/hardscape 
 Storage sheds or open storage 
 Greenhouse structures with venting away from the non-agricultural area 
 Wooden or chain link fencing 
 Some types of livestock such as range cattle or sheep (other livestock only as approved by APAC). 
 Roads and drainage facilities 
 Farmworker dwellings where notification between farmer and occupants can easily occur prior to spraying. 
 Low human-intensity uses as approved by APAC 

Acceptable Uses within 150 feet of Agriculture with a Vegetative Screen (Shelter Belt): 
 All uses acceptable within 300 feet 
 Front yard setbacks 
 Hiking, bike or bridle paths 
 Single-use facilities for government, institutional or educational use where agreements and notification 

between parties can easily occur prior to spraying. 
 Farm and produce stands where notification between farmers and occupants can easily occur prior to 

spraying. 
 Agricultural Tourism is accordance with a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) 

Applying the Policy to Modifications of Existing Use 
 
All policy guidelines apply where feasible 
 
The following apply where existing structures do not allow a 300 foot or 150 foot setback: 

 Installation of a reduced vegetative screen 
 Reinforced 8 foot chain link fence (minimum requirement) 
 Information exchange for agricultural spraying notification 
 Posting of Right-to-Farm Ordinance at the site of existing uses/activities 
 Agreement to modify existing cooperative practices, if needed 

 
The following apply where a school is located directly within 300 feet of agriculture: 

 All K-12 construction within 300 feet of agriculture requires a public meeting by APAC and is strongly 
discouraged within ¼ mile of agriculture 

 When a school is located directly within 300 feet of agriculture, the recommendations in Farming Near 
Schools, A Community Guide for Protecting Children (www.agfuturesalliance.net) shall be followed by both 
the farmer and the school. 

Exemption to Agricultural/Urban Buffer Policy 
 The Agricultural Policy Advisory Committee (APAC) or the Agricultural Commissioner may grant an 

exemption on a case-by-case basis where physical factors prevent or alleviate the need for compliance. 
 
*These Guidelines were developed in part from data from the Spray Drift Task Force (1997), established in response to 
EPA’s spray drift data requirements 

 

Ventura County’s agricultural buffer policies were also measured for effectiveness based 

upon the aforementioned criteria developed by Hammond to determine presence of agricultural 

identity, scientific basis for agricultural buffer policies and policy flexibility. Ventura County was 

found to have a moderately well-defined agricultural identity and agricultural principles mainly 

established through explicit language within the general plan identifying the importance of 

agriculture to the County’s economy. As evidenced in Table 1.12 above, within the Ventura 
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County general plan, there are specific goals, policies and programs which serve to protect and 

conserve agricultural land and production. Ventura County further enhances its general plan goals 

and policies through agricultural buffer policy resources published by the Ag Futures Alliance 

such as the Land Use Principles to Achieve Agricultural Sustainability in Ventura County 

summarized in Table 1.13 above and available on the County Agricultural Commissioner’s 

website as well as specific agricultural/urban buffer policy evidenced in Tables 1.14 and 1.15 

above.  

Unlike the Cities of Davis, Napa, SLO County and Stanislaus County, Ventura County 

agricultural buffer policies do make direct reference to scientific studies and cite information 

upon which the agricultural buffer practices are based. Specific sources and criteria cited include 

studies compiled by the Spray Drift Task Force in cooperation with the US Environmental 

Protection Agency (EPA) Office of Pesticide Programs as well as the publications Farming Near 

Schools, A Community Guide for Protecting Children and Land Use Principles to Achieve 

Agricultural Sustainability in Ventura County both published by the Ag Futures Alliance.  

Similar to Stanislaus County, Ventura County agricultural/urban buffer guidelines also 

demonstrate consistency with additional published buffer studies including the Landscaped Buffer 

Specifications developed by the Provincial Agricultural Lands Commission of British Columbia 

and the Planning Guidelines: Separating Agriculture and Residential Uses published by the 

Department of Natural Resources, Local Government Planning in Queensland Australia.  

Similar to Stanislaus County buffer setback practices, Ventura County agricultural/urban 

buffer policies also don’t offer setback distance flexibility based upon type of crop production but 

rather prescribe a minimum 300 foot setback for non-agricultural land uses adjacent to land in 

agricultural production, state classified soils and agriculturally zoned parcels with a reduced 

setback of 150 feet with the provision of a vegetative shelter belt. Also similar to Stanislaus 

County, Ventura County buffer policy specifies a minimum buffer and requires both fencing and 
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a vegetative component. Ventura County provides clear direction regarding attributes and 

planting density of the agricultural buffer vegetative component as summarized in Table X-X. 

Ventura County agricultural/urban buffer guidelines are considered to be minimum standards 

which may be reduced or intensified as needed to address project specific issues.  

Ventura County buffer policies were found to provide flexibility to address site specific 

issues yet not allow dilution of buffer effectiveness due to the requirement that only the 

Agricultural Policy Advisory Committee (APAC) or the Agricultural Commissioner may grant an 

exemption on a case-by-case basis where physical factors prevent or alleviate the need for 

compliance. Installation of agricultural buffers is also required for expansion of non-agricultural 

uses to the extent that property can accommodate buffer requirements. Ventura County buffer 

policy requires that a long term plan be in place for maintaining the vegetation associated with an 

agricultural buffer yet does not clearly stipulate buffer maintenance requirements. Overall 

however, Ventura County agricultural buffer policy was determined to most closely meet the 

criteria outlined by Sonya Hammond regarding effective buffer policy. Ventura County buffer 

guidelines were found to be based upon information from published buffer studies and policies 

were found to be firm and clearly directive regarding the construction of an agricultural buffer. 

 
. 
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Chapter 6 

6.0 City of Arroyo Grande Criteria for Agricultural Buffers 

Strengths and Weaknesses of Arroyo Grande Agricultural Buffer Criteria 

 The City of Arroyo Grande is one of seven incorporated cities in San Luis Obispo County 

and is located within an ever urbanizing region which can threaten the viability of agricultural 

resources and production. The City of Arroyo Grande is unique in that it contains 369 acres of 

“urban agriculture” (land zoned agriculture within the city limits). The City of Arroyo Grande 

General Plan contains combined Agriculture, Conservation and Open Space elements which 

outline specific principals pertaining to the conservation of natural resources within the City’s 

planning area as well as detailed objectives, policies and programs to support the specific 

protection and conservation of agricultural resources. Table 1.16 below outlines the principals 

and objectives within the Agriculture, Conservation and Open Space Element of the City of 

Arroyo Grande General Plan which was last amended in March 2004. 

Table 1.16 – City of Arroyo Grande Agricultural Principles and Objectives 
Principles and Objectives of the Agriculture, Conservation and Open Space Element 
Principles: Objectives: 

1.) Resources such as prime capability soils are 
highly productive whether for agricultural 
purposes, watershed, or natural habitat. 

2.) Resources that are irretrievable and/or 
irreplaceable need to be protected and 
preserved. 

3.) Individuals and the community have a 
responsibility to future generations as well as to 
wildlife to preserve and protect finite natural 
resources. 

4.) Resources lands contribute to overall public 
health, safety, and welfare beyond provision of 
basic necessities such as foot, fiber, and 
livelihood. 

5.) Land use and urban development shall be 
managed and limited to that which can be 
sustained by the available resources and 
serviced by the circulation and other 
infrastructure systems. 
 

1.) Avoid and/or mitigate loss of prime farmland 
soils and conserve non-prime agricultural use 
and natural resource lands. 

2.) Allocate and conserve ground and surface water 
resources for agricultural use and minimize 
potential Fringe Area and urban development 
that would divert such resources from 
agriculture. 

3.) Current acreage of agricultural uses within 
Arroyo Grande’s Area of Environmental 
Concern shall be maintained. 

4.) Support continued economic viability of 
agriculture as a specialized site-specific 
industry. 

5.) Promote co-existence of agricultural and 
urban land uses. 

6.) Agriculture classification shall include 
minimum development standards. 
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Objective Ag-5 within the general plan specifically provides policies and programs to prevent 

conflict at the agricultural/urban interface. Table 1.17 below summarizes the policies and 

implementation measures associated with promoting the co-existence of agricultural and urban 

land uses. 

Table 1.17 – City of Arroyo Grande General Plan Buffer Policy 
Objective Policy Program 
AG-5 Promote Co-existence of 
agricultural and urban land uses. 

AG-5-1 Affirm the Right-to-Farm 
Ordinance 
 
 
 
AG-5-2 Establish criteria for buffers 
between Agriculture land use 
designations and non-Agriculture 
land use designations. 
 
 
AG-5-3 Land use conversions shall 
not adversely affect existing or 
potential agriculture production on 
adjacent lands designated 
Agriculture. 
 
AG-5-4 Design special assessments 
that are equitable with regard to 
benefits, such that agricultural land 
owners are not disproportionately 
assessed for services that accrue to 
urban residents more than farmers or 
ranchers. Examples of such urban 
services include fire protection, park 
and recreation services and 
neighborhood street lighting. 
 
AG-5-5 Minimize trespassing into 
agricultural areas, through signage, 
access restrictions, fines and other 
available means. 
 
AG-5-6 Establish a grievance or 
arbitration committee to mediate land 
use disputes between farmers and 
adjoining non-farm residents. 
 

AG-5-1.1 Extend Right-to-Farm 
provisions to new areas that are 
adjoining lands approved for addition 
to the Agricultural district. 
 
AG-5-2.1 Buffers shall be established 
on all parcels proposed for non-
agricultural development adjacent to 
agricultural uses, when the property 
is exposed to agricultural operations. 
 
AG-5-2.2 No portion of any new 
residential structure within a non-
agricultural land use designation shall 
be located closer than 100 feet from 
the site of agricultural operations 
within an agricultural land 
designation. Greater distances may 
be required based upon site-specific 
circumstances to include 
consideration of established or 
existing farming operations or 
practices. 
 
AG-5-2.3 The buffer area shall be 
noticed and/or fenced and landscaped 
in such a manner to discourage 
human and domestic animal 
movement between the urban and 
agricultural areas and to screen urban 
uses from dust and wind-borne 
materials. 
 
AG-5-2.4 The buffer area shall 
contain a minimum 20 feet depth of 
landscaping. Plantings shall be 
sufficiently dense and mature to 
provide aerosol protection within the 
first year of establishment. Greater 
landscaping depth may be required 
based upon site-specific 
circumstances, to include 
consideration of established or 
existing farming operations or 
practices. 
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Based upon review of and comparison with other jurisdictions in California, the City of Arroyo 

Grande’s agricultural buffer policies were found to be relatively comprehensive, with strong 

directive language and minimum buffer setback requirements including fencing and screening. 

Additionally, the City’s buffer policies offer flexibility to address site specific circumstances 

without overly permissive language which could dilute enforceability.  

Arroyo Grande buffer policy was also found to have a few key weaknesses which may 

hinder implementation and successful application of buffer policies. While it is important to 

maintain flexibility to address site-specific circumstances, ambiguity associated with 

implementation measures can be confusing for project applicants, planners, and decision makers. 

For example, implementation measure AG-5-2.4 as noted in Table 1.17 above stipulates that “The 

buffer area shall contain a minimum 20 feet depth of landscaping. Plantings shall be sufficiently 

dense and mature to provide aerosol protection within the first year of establishment” (City of 

Arroyo Grande, 2001, p. AgC/OS-10). This measure adequately stipulates that the vegetative 

buffer shall be planted to provide aerosol protection, however, further direction is needed to 

provide guidance on the proper vegetative construction of a buffer for aerosol protection.  

Additionally, Arroyo Grande buffer policies make no reference to or recommendation of 

planting materials to be used within an agricultural buffer besides the allowance of native plants, 

tree and hedgerows within the agricultural buffer area. San Luis Obispo County agricultural 

buffer policy also does not specifically address planting materials however the County does have 

an approved plant list which contains species approved for agricultural buffers and provides 

information on native species, mature height and drought tolerance as well. The San Luis Obispo 

County approved plant species list for agricultural buffers will be incorporated into the City of 

Arroyo Grande agricultural buffer criteria with specific emphasis on the utilization of drought 

tolerant, native species, with the ability to provide habitat for beneficial insects and low risk for 
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harboring pests. The list of species will provide informal guidance for planting materials within 

an agricultural buffer. 

In addition to lack of guidance regarding planting materials, City of Arroyo Grande 

buffer policies also do not provide much information regarding the construction of a buffer to 

provide sufficient density and height to address aerosol interception, dust and trespass. Based 

upon literature review and review of other jurisdictional buffer policies, some basic minimum 

requirements for the vegetative buffer component have been developed including:  

 Planting multiple, staggered rows of trees and shrubs. 

 Ensuring that vegetation provides at least 50% porosity. 

 Staggered rows should consist of 5 gallon trees/shrubs at least 6 feet tall, planted 5 feet 

apart and 10 feet on center.  

 Minimum mature tree height should be 15 feet. 

 More specific language that residential yards are to be excluded from the agricultural 

buffer to maintain long term viability and integrity of the buffer 

 More specific maintenance language including provisions to maintain porosity and 

replace vegetation. 

 More specific maintenance language which stipulates that buffer maintenance should be 

included as the responsibility of the property owner or Homeowners Association in 

CC&R’s or included in a deed restriction. 

 More specific submittal requirements for agricultural buffer plans. 

Draft Agricultural Buffer Criteria for the City of Arroyo Grande 

The following draft document was developed to outline adopted agricultural buffer 

polices in the City of Arroyo Grande General Plan and Municipal Code. A copy of the Draft 

Agricultural Buffer Criteria for the City of Arroyo Grande is also available in Appendix B. In 

addition to adopted polices, criteria for agricultural buffers are listed which provide informal 
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guidance on the actual construction of an agricultural buffer in the City, Criteria define planting 

density and height requirements to address aerosol interception, dust and trespass as well as 

suggestions for plant species and fencing requirements. These criteria are based upon literature 

review as well as review of existing buffer policies in jurisdictions throughout California. The 

Agricultural Buffer Criteria for the City of Arroyo Grande are designed to be incorporated by 

reference into the municipal code to supplement general plan policies and municipal code 

language to provide informal guidance for project applicants, planners and decision makers 

regarding the site-specific construction of an agricultural buffer in Arroyo Grande.  

Purpose 

According to Section 16.12.170 E 1 of the Municipal Code, the purpose of these regulations is to 

minimize potential conflicts between agricultural and non-agricultural land uses including: the 

protection of public health, the reduction of noise and odor, and the reduction of risk to farm 

operations from domestic animal predation, crop theft, damage and complaints from neighboring 

urban dwellers. 

Applicability 

According to Section 16.12.170 E 1 of the Municipal Code, all new “development” adjacent to 

any designated agricultural district shall be required to provide an agricultural buffer. 

“Development” includes: subdivision of land, issuance of use permits and building permits for 

new residential units. According to implementation measure AG-5-2.1 of the Arroyo Grande 

Agriculture Conservation and Open Space Element, buffers shall be established on all parcels 

proposed for non-agricultural development adjacent to agricultural uses, when the property is 

exposed to agricultural operations.  

Minimum Buffer Standards 
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In accordance with the City of Arroyo Grande General Plan Agriculture Conservation and Open 

Space Element as well as section 16.12.170 E of the Municipal Code, the following minimum 

buffer standards are required: 

 No portion of any new residential structure or use within a non-agricultural land use 
designation shall be located closer than 100 feet from the site of agricultural operations 
within an agricultural land use designation. Remodeling of existing residences is 
permitted. Greater distances may be required based upon site-specific circumstances, to 
include consideration of established or existing farming operations or practices. 

 The buffer area shall be a minimum of 100 feet measured from the edge of the 
agricultural district. To achieve a maximum separation, a buffer wider than 100 feet is 
encouraged and may be required if it is determined through environmental review under 
CEQA and/or recommended by the San Luis Obispo County Agricultural Commissioner.  

 A decreased buffer distance may be allowed if it can be demonstrated that a physical 
buffer exists (e.g. Arroyo Grande Creek) that is adequate and approved by the San Luis 
Obispo County Agricultural Commissioner. (Municipal Code Section 16.12.170 E 2) 

 The minimum 100 foot1 agricultural buffer area shall be comprised of two components: 
1.) A 20 foot wide agricultural landscaped transition area2 contiguous to; 
2.) An 80 foot wide agricultural buffer located adjacent to the agricultural district. 

 The buffer area shall contain a minimum 20 feet depth of landscaping. Plantings shall be 
sufficiently dense and mature to provide aerosol protection within the first year of 
establishment. Greater landscaping depth may be required based upon site-specific 
circumstances, to include consideration of established or existing farming operations or 
practices.  

 The buffer area shall be noticed and/or fenced and landscaped in such manner to 
discourage human and domestic animal movement between the urban and agricultural 
areas and to screen urban uses from dust and wind borne materials.  

 
Permitted Uses within the 100 foot Agricultural Buffer* 
 

 Native Plants, Tree or Hedgerows 
 Roads 
 Drainage Channels and Storm Retention Ponds 
 Natural areas such as creeks or drainage swales 
 Utility corridors 
 Storage 
 Any use (including agricultural or limited commercial uses) determined by the Planning 

Commission to be consistent with the use of the property as an agricultural buffer. 
 No new residential uses shall be permitted within the buffer area unless it is determined 

that there would be no other economically viable use of the property. Remodeling of 
existing residential structures is permitted. 

 

1 The combined 100 foot agricultural buffer shall not qualify as farmland mitigation as required by Section 16.12.170 F 
of the Municipal Code. 
2 The 20 foot transition area may include pedestrian access. 
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* Residential yards are not permitted within the agricultural landscaped transition area or 
 within the agricultural buffer so as to maintain the viability and integrity of the buffer. 

 
 Submittal and Maintenance Requirements 
 

 The 100 foot agricultural buffer shall be established by the developer pursuant to a plan 
approved by the Community Development Department Director and the Parks, 
Recreation, and Facilities Director. 

 The plan shall include provisions for the use of integrated weed and pest management 
techniques and soil erosion control. 

 An agreement in the form approved by the City Attorney shall be recorded which shall 
include the requirements of this section. 

 
Additional Criteria for the Design and Maintenance of an Agricultural Buffer: 
 
In addition to the Purpose, Applicability, Permitted Uses, Minimum Buffer Standards, Submittal 

and Maintenance Requirements outlined in the General Plan and Municipal Code, the following 

additional criteria for agricultural buffers are encouraged. Agricultural buffers should consist of a 

mix of trees, shrubs, berms, fences, walls etc. sufficient to reduce noise, dust, diffuse light and act 

as a physical separation between urban and agricultural activities. All buffers should incorporate a 

solid architectural, landscaped wall and vegetative screening component to reduce conflict 

potential between urban and agricultural uses. At minimum the following fencing and vegetative 

criteria should be used: 

 Installation of a minimum 6 foot high solid fence or wall where the urban use and 
agricultural district share a common property line. 

 Vegetative screen should consist at minimum of 1 – 2 staggered rows of 5 gallon sized 
deciduous or coniferous trees and shrubs located 5 feet apart and planted 10 feet on 
center.  

 Vegetative screen should have between 50 – 75% porosity (50 – 75% of the buffer 
vegetation should be airspace). 

 Trees and shrubs should be vigorous, drought-tolerant and at least 6 feet in height at the 
time of installation. 

 Fast growing plants with a short lifespan are discouraged. Species with long, thin, rough 
foliage are encouraged. Native plant species are preferred. 

 Where the potential for conflict between agricultural and non-agricultural uses is high, 
additional rows of vegetation and physical screening may be appropriate. 
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Plant Palette  

Planting recommendations should be determined based upon site-specific circumstances with 

special emphasis on promoting integrated pest management, erosion, and weed control.  Figure 

1.10 below lists County-approved plant species that are approved for use in agricultural buffers. 

 
Figure 1.10 – County Approved Buffer Plants 

 
Source: SLO County Agricultural Commissioner 
 
Additional Maintenance Guidelines 

Municipal code provisions stipulate that an agreement in the form approved by the City Attorney 

shall be recorded which include the requirements of Section 16.12.170 E. Additional basic 

maintenance guidelines should be included as project conditions including: 

 Property owner(s) are responsible for all aspects of on-going maintenance of buffer and 
setback areas. 

 Property owner(s) shall be responsible for maintaining landscape plants in a healthy and 
attractive condition. Dead or dying plants shall be replaced with materials of equal size 
and similar variety within 30 days of weather permitting. 

 A Homeowners’s Association or other responsible entity shall be required to maintain 
buffers to control litter, fire hazards, pests, and other maintenance problems when a 
project consists of multiple parcels which may be held under separate ownership. 

 Buffer maintenance requirements shall be stipulated through inclusion in Covenants, 
Conditions and Restrictions (CC&Rs) or through deed restriction. 
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Additional Submittal Guidelines 

In addition to the submittal requirements outlined in Section 12.16.170 E 5, the following 

submittal guidelines are encouraged to ensure that review and processing of project applications 

requiring agricultural buffers is efficient and effective. Agricultural buffer project submittals 

should include: 

 Name and address of owner, property location and Assessor’s Parcel Number. 
 North arrow and scale as well as the name and location of the nearest public road 

intersection. 
 Name, address, professional status, license number, and phone number of the person 

who prepared the plan. 
 Site plan should clearly show the special agricultural buffer in relation to property 

lines adjacent to the agricultural district, adjacent property lines, public streets and 
other features such as creeks as well as lots, building envelopes and any proposed 
buildings. 

 Plans should include detailed construction plans showing how the project complies 
with the agricultural buffer policies outlined in the Agriculture, Conservation and 
Open Space Element of the General Plan, Section 12.16.170 E of the Municipal Code 
and the additional buffer criteria in this document. 

 

Schematic Buffer Examples 

The following schematic examples illustrated in Figures 1.11, 1.12 and 1.13 were developed to 

demonstrate example buffer construction for development scenarios which involve minimum, 

moderate and maximum potential for conflict between urban and agricultural uses. Actual buffer 

design and construction will vary based upon site specific circumstances. 
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Figure 1.11 – Example Minimum Buffer Schematic 

 
 
 
 
 
Figure 1.12 – Example Moderate Buffer Schematic 
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Figure 1.13 – Example Maximum Buffer Schematic 
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Chapter 7 

7.0 Concluding Remarks 

Project Summary 

 The process by which cities and counties approach agricultural land conservation and the 

mitigation of conflict at the rural/urban interface is inherently unique. Environmental, social and 

political factors all play a role in the development, implementation and enforcement of policies to 

conserve farmland and reduce conflict between adjoining land uses. A strong agricultural identity 

illustrated within the General Plan is the foundation for successful buffer policy. General plan 

policy must, however, be substantiated by clear, directive and enforceable language within the 

zoning or development code. Right-to-Farm ordinances also play an important role in the 

reduction of conflict at the urban edge. General plan appendices or specific buffer policy 

documents such as those adopted by San Luis Obispo, Stanislaus, and Ventura Counties are very 

helpful to delineate specific minimum standards and provide a forum in which agricultural buffer 

policy is readily available which may be simpler for applicants and the public than deciphering 

long passages in the general plan or development code.  

 The actual development of agricultural buffer policies requires consideration of numerous 

confounding variables as well as site and project specific variables. Scientific and fact-based 

policies can help reduce the delineation of arbitrary setbacks or buffer guidelines. Consultation 

with agricultural resource specialists and representatives from the agricultural community can 

help to further inform planners and decision makers regarding the nuances of buffering 

agriculture and residential uses.  Knowledge of buffer policies in surrounding jurisdictions is very 

important particularly for neighboring jurisdictions. A united front of consistent regulation can 

help cities and counties align agricultural preservation goals when possible.  
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Flexibility provisions within agricultural buffer policies are crucial to maintaining correct 

site-specific analysis and conditioning of development projects adjacent to agricultural land. 

Conversely, flexibility provisions which do not require sufficient review of buffer alternatives to 

determine that deviations from required buffer policies will provide equal or greater protection of 

agricultural land, will undermine the buffering process. The development of agricultural buffer 

criteria to supplement requirements within the general plan and municipal code can convey clear, 

understandable expectations for the construction and maintenance of agricultural buffers within a 

community.  

 This project provided excellent exposure to the realm of agricultural buffer policy within 

California cities and counties. Conducting scientific literature review as well as policy review 

provided substantial experience in the research associated with a policy issue. The exercise of 

bridging existing research and policy to develop and recommend additional policies in a 

jurisdiction was extremely informative. This process provided the opportunity to research, 

analyze and prescribe additional agricultural buffer criteria for incorporation by reference into the 

City of Arroyo Grande Municipal Code. Given the increasingly fragile nature of agricultural 

production systems within California and the rapidly disappearing farmland, the ability of people 

and agriculture to coexist peacefully with one another is of grave importance. Buffers provide one 

of many tools to reduce agricultural/urban conflict and hopefully this issue will continue to be 

studied within the field of planning. 
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DRAFT Summary of Agricultural Buffer widths and requirements (as of December, 2008) 
 

Jurisdiction Buffer Notes 
GENERAL 
SUMMARY 

Buffers for California cities generally range from 0 – 300 ft. or are case specific.   Buffers in California counties generally range from 0 – 800 ft. (County 
of SLO.) Many communities have no minimum (Kern and Ventura, City of Santa Maria) and some have a minimum range (Sonoma, Santa Cruz 
counties, City of AG, Davis, Petaluma.)  The majority require a landscape/vegetative component and allow modification for special circumstances.   

CITIES 
1.) City of Arroyo 
Grande 

Minimum 100 ft.:  
More encouraged, less if physical buffer (e.g. AG creek) and OK by County Ag Commissioner: 
20 ft. of buffer landscape strip. 

100 ft. buffer overlay district 
surrounding all agricultural land within 
the City.  Intent to preserve long term 
viable agriculture as part of city 
character. 

2.) City of San 
Luis Obispo 

Buffers associated with new development shall be on the site of the development, rather than on 
neighboring land containing the open space resource. Buffers provide distance in the form of setbacks, 
within which certain features or activities are not allowed or conditionally allowed. Buffers shall also use 
techniques such as planting and wildlife-compatible fencing. Buffers shall be adequate for the most 
sensitive species in the protected area, as determined by a qualified professional and shall complement the 
protected area’s habitat values. Buffers shall be required in the following situations: C. Between agricultural 
operations and natural habitat, to address noise, chemical use, sediment transport, and livestock access. 

Can be modified or waived if there are 
significant topographical differences, a 
barrier of vegetation capable of 
eliminating potential adverse impacts 
associated with agriculture on adjacent 
development, or existing physical 
barriers between the urban 
development and the agricultural land.  
A mitigation fee to purchase agricultural 
protection elsewhere within the 
Greenbelt may be provided if a 
developer cannot provide an adequate 
agricultural buffer.   

3.) City of Paso 
Robles 

General Plan Policy 2003: Establishment of agricultural buffer easements, berms and/or vegetative 
screening, on property proposed for urban development as a condition of approval of discretionary 
development applications. 
 

 

4.) City of 
Brentwood 

Policy to require a buffer but no set standard.  Generally range 100-300 ft.   May be implementing 75 ft. 
width that can vary on case by case.   

 

5.) City of Salinas Buffers  Encourage the provision and maintenance of buffers, such as roadways, topographicfeatures, and 
open space, to prevent incompatibilities  
between agricultural and non-agricultural land uses.  A number of factors shall be used to determine the 
appropriate buffer, including type  
of agricultural use, topography, and pesticide and machinery use,  
among others.    
 

 

6.) City of Napa Agricultural setback between 80-120 ft. (with 20 ft. landscape area) is required between dwellings and 
nearest agricultural property line as follows:  
0-6 units=80 ft. 
6-10 units=100 ft. 

Can be modified, reduced or waived 
upon consent of Agricultural 
Commissioner where it can be 
demonstrated that no conflicts will 
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Jurisdiction Buffer Notes 
>10units+120 ft. 
 

result, conflicts are otherwise mitigated 
(e.g. physical buffer via creek or road) 
or where the requirement would 
preclude the use of the property.   

7.) Town of 
Esparato 

Where new development adjoins agricultural lands, it shall be set back a minimum of 100 feet. A setback of 
300 feet shall be required for urban uses that adjoin Agricultural Preserves or active orchards except where 
the adjacent property owner agrees in writing that the 300 foot buffer is not needed. In no case shall the 
buffer be reduced to less than 100 feet …. Such setback or buffer area shall be established by recorded 
easement or other instrument, subject to the approval of County Counsel. A method and mechanism for 
guaranteeing the maintenance of this land in a safe and orderly manner shall be also established at the 
time of development approval. Options include creating a homeowners association, or dedication of the 
buffer area to a non-profit organization or public entity. 
 

 

8.) City of El 
Centro 

COS-2: Agricultural Buffers: Encourage the provision and maintenance of buffers, such as roadways, 
topographic features, and open space, to prevent incompatibilities between agricultural and non-agricultural 
land uses. During the development review process, a number of factors shall be used to determine the 
appropriate buffer, including the type of agricultural use, topography, and pesticide and machinery use. 
 

 

9.) City of Sanger General Plan provides goals and policies regarding Ag buffers or greenbelts.  No specific city regulation on 
“Ag buffers”, but do have an urban reserve zone district that is used for undeveloped non urban areas (Ag 
being the prominent one) that are planned (prezoned or land use designated) for future development that 
do not yet have services available or that urbanized expansion is not immediate or necessary. 

 

10.) City of 
Goleta 

New development adjacent to property designated for agricultural uses shall include buffers and other 
measures such as landscape screening to minimize potential conflicts with agricultural activities. The widths 
of the buffers shall be determined based on site-specific findings at the time of approval of the 
development. 

2006 General Plan 

11.) City of Davis The City of Davis requires agricultural buffers of 150 feet with public uses being discouraged in the 100 feet 
closest to the agricultural operation, while the last 50 feet can used as a transitional area that can support 
uses such as bike trails and paths 

Note: Fundamental change in mitigation 
policy (in code) effective December 
2007 requiring a ¼ mile agricultural 
conservation easement for new projects 
(generally annexations) at edge of City 
to allow focus on agricultural lands 
under greatest threat to preserve over 
time an urban limit line.    

12.) City of 
Ventura 

Requires performance standards for non-farm activities in agricultural areas that protect farm operations, 
including requiring non-farm uses to provide all appropriate buffers as determined by the Agriculture 
Commissioner’s Office. 

2005 General Plan 

13.) City of Half 
Moon Bay 

Use of existing roadways and highways as buffer on perimeter of City. Consistent w/Coastal Act: Intent to 
reduce conflicts between City growth 
and County agricultural lands at 
Urban/Rural Boundary.  Protection of 
approx. 100 acres for floriculture/ 
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Jurisdiction Buffer Notes 
Horticulture business.  Allowing 
remaining Agriculture within City some 
short-term protections under Open 
Space Reserve designation but to 
phase/convert over the long term to 
urban uses. 

14.) City of 
Ontario 

Minimum of 100 ft. between new residential, commercial, public assembly  or industrial development and 
exiting farm operations. 

 

15.) City of 
Oakley 

General Plan Conservation element provides policies to incorporate parks, open space and trails between 
urban and agricultural uses to provide buffer and transition between uses.  

 

16.) City of 
Fairfield 

The City, in cooperation with the County, shall establish similar buffers between productive permanent 
agricultural lands and development in other areas undergoing development. Solano County currently 
requires a minimum 300 foot buffer between agricultural and non-agricultural uses (2008 General Plan). 
 

 

COUNTIES 
1.) Santa Barbara 
County 

New development adjacent to agriculturally zoned property shall include buffers to protect agricultural 
operations.  Buffers composed of predominantly native and low water using species, or other appropriate 
perimeter screening, such as fences and walls, shall be required, the size of which will be determined by 
parcel specific review for all new development adjacent to agriculturally zoned property. 
 

 

2.) Sonoma 
County 

Buffers shall generally be defined as a physical separation of 100’ to 200’ and/or may be topographic 
feature, a substantial tree stand, watercourse or similar feature.  In some circumstances a landscaped 
berm may provide the buffer.  The buffer shall occur on the parcel for which a permit is sought and shall 
favor protection of the maximum amount of farmable land.  The requirement for buffer may be modified 
after hearing by the advisory agency following a written recommendation by the agricultural commissioner. 
 

 

3.) County of 
Butte 

300 ft. b/t City’s and unincorporated county lands Can be larger or smaller depending on 
unusual circumstances of lot 
development 

4.) Sutter County Buffers are required for any new “project” which proposes to locate adjacent to an existing or zoned agricultural use or a “project” which proposes to 
expand its use through the granting of additional entitlements from the County and is located adjacent to an agricultural use.  Buffers should be 
located on the parcel proposed for non-agricultural use.  In general, only non-habitated structures, and no residential structures will be allowed within 
the setback zone.  Other compatible uses may be allowed within the buffer area as determined by the County.  The appropriate buffer distance shall 
be determined on a site-by-site basis taking into account the type of existing agricultural uses, the nature of the proposed development, the natural 
features of the site, and any other factors that may affect the specific buffering needs.  Buffer distances range from 50’ to 300’ depending on the type 
of agricultural use.  
Eg. Mitigation:  300 residential exclusion area buffer w/o landscaping OR a 100 ft. buffer with The buffers will consist of either a 300-foot-wide 
residential exclusion area that does not contain landscaping or a 100-foot-wide residential exclusion area containing a 25-footwide landscape planting 
area. 

5.) Contra Costa Implemented by the County Agricultural Commissioner, generally 100 – 500 ft from edge of ag property depending on chemical applications, wind and 
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Jurisdiction Buffer Notes 
County presence of sensitive land uses (schools.)   
6.) Yolo County With the exception of individual residences appurtenant to active farming operations, where new urban (non-agricultural) development is approved 

adjacent to agricultural lands, it shall be set back a minimum of 150 feet. A setback of 300 feet shall be required for urban uses that adjoin agricultural 
preserves or active orchards, except where the adjacent property owner agrees in writing that the 300-foot buffer is not needed. In no case shall the 
buffer be reduced to less than 100 feet. 
 

7.) Ventura Co. New dwellings, non-agricultural work sites and ongoing outdoor public activities potentially conflict with agricultural 
operations. A buffer/setback and fencing are therefore needed on these sites when they are developed adjacent to 
the qualifying agricultural land. A 300-foot setback to new structures and sensitive uses is required on the non-
agricultural property unless a vegetative screen is installed. With a vegetative screen the buffer/setback is a 
minimum of 150-feet. 

 
Revised 7/06 

8.) County of SLO Buffers range from 400-800 feet for vineyards, 300 to 800 feet for irrigated orchards and 100 to 400 feet for field crops. The buffer distance is usually 
determined on a case-by-case basis depending upon variables, such as prevailing wind direction, type of crop, surrounding zoning, and topography. 

9.) Monterey 
County 

200 feet from property identified as Agricultural Land or on which commercial agricultural activities are being conducted.    Less than 200 ft may be 
permitted if one or more of the following special circumstances  exist: significant topographic differences, roads or other physical or vegetative barrier.  
Not less than 50 ft. buffer required adjacent to agricultural areas not designated for exclusive agricultural use.    Minor residential storage 
buildings/sheds may be permitted as a conditioned use. 

10.) Mendocino 
County 

 To minimize agricultural-residential conflicts, land divisions or site plans in a residential area shall not result in a residential structure being closer than 
200’ from a parcel designated for agricultural use unless there is no other feasible building site on the parcel. 
 

11.) Sacramento 
County 

Agricultural buffers shall generally consist of a physical separation 300’-500’ wide including roadways; narrower buffers may be approved depending 
on the natural features of the buffer, applicable specific plan policies and on the relative intensities of the proposed urban use and the adjacent 
agricultural use.  Guidelines for maintenance of buffers are required, including, but not limited to, the following criteria:  the County, a homeowners 
association, or other appropriate entity shall maintain buffers to control litter, fire hazards, and pests; compatible agriculture shall be allowed on 
buffers; and buffers may be removed once agricultural uses on all adjacent parcels have permanently ceased. 
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Jurisdiction Buffer Notes 
12.) Santa Cruz 
County 

200 ft. agricultural buffer required between Type 1, 2 or 3 commercial agricultural land and non-agricultural uses involving habitable spaces.   The two 
hundred (200) foot agricultural buffer setback shall incorporate vegetative or other physical barriers as determined necessary to minimize potential 
land use conflicts. Outside of the Coastal Zone, notwithstanding the provisions of subsection (b) of this section an agricultural buffer setback distance 
of less than two hundred (200) feet may be established for subdivision developments involving habitable uses on proposed parcels adjacent to lands 
designated as an Agricultural Resource by the County’s General Plan maps, provided that, (1) The proposed land division site is: (A) Located within 
the Urban Services Line, (B) Suitable for development at buildout level within the carrying capacity of the area; and (2) The Agricultural Policy 
Advisory Commission (APAC) finds special circumstances exist e.g. topographic or physical barriers, or the imposition of the two hundred (200) foot 
agricultural buffer setback would, in a definable manner, hinder: infill development or the development of a cohesive neighborhood, or otherwise, 
create a project incompatible with the character and setting of the existing surrounding residential development; and an APAC determination.  An 
agricultural setback distance of less than two hundred (200) feet may be established for developments involving habitable uses on existing parcels of 
record under special circumstances e.g. significant topographic differences or a lesser setback distance is found to be adequate to prevent conflicts 
between the non-agricultural development and the adjacent agricultural development and the adjacent agricultural land, based on the establishment 
of a physical barrier.    
 

13.) Napa County Required Provisions.  Except as provided in subsection E of this section, the following provisions shall be required for all residentially zoned 
lots adjacent to the Rural Urban Limit (RUL) line when development is proposed.  
        1.  An agricultural buffer plan to address the following requirements: 
            a.  Setback:  A special agricultural setback of between 80 and 120 feet wide between any dwellings or other buildings designed for 
human habitation and the nearest residential property line(s) adjoining the RUL.  The exact distance shall be based on the overall density of 
the proposed residential project as follows: 
                    >0-6 units/acre= 80 foot setback 
                    >6-10 units/acre= 100 foot setback 
                    >10 units/acre=    120 foot setback 
 Within the special agricultural setback, a permanent landscape buffer area at least 20 feet wide measured from the residential property line(s) 
adjoining the RUL and nearest agricultural property line(s) shall provide a clear boundary between urban and agricultural uses. 
Requirement may be waived for projects where it can be clearly demonstrated that no agricultural-urban residential land use conflicts will result from 
the development of the property or where the requirement for an agricultural buffer plan meeting the above requirements would preclude the use of the 
property.  In particular, the agricultural setback between any dwellings or other buildings designed for human habitation and the nearest residential 
property line(s) adjoining the RUL may be reduced where off-site roads, creeks or rivers provide additional setback distance between residential uses 
and agricultural activities. 
Further, the requirements of this section are waived for construction within an existing dwelling involving no expansion. 

14.) El Dorado 
County 

Agriculturally incompatible uses adjacent to agricultural zoned lands within designated agricultural districts shall provide a minimum setback of 200’ 
from the boundary of the agriculturally zoned lands.  Agriculturally incompatible uses adjacent to agriculturally zoned land outside of designated 
agricultural districts shall provide a minimum setback of 200’ of parcels 10 acres or larger.  Administrative relief to these setbacks may be granted by 
the County Planning Director, where appropriate.  The Agricultural Commission may recommend a lesser setback to a minimum of 100’.  Projects 
located within a Community Region or Rural Center planning concept area shall maintain a minimum setback of 50’.  The 50’ setback shall only apply 
to incompatible uses including residential structures. 
 

15.) Tuolumne 
County 

Prohibit construction of new residential/non-agricultural buildings, resulting from development closer than 200’ from the boundary of a parcel classified 
as high value agricultural land or agricultural land of local importance.  This setback may be reduced by the Planning Director, with the concurrence of 
the Agricultural Advisory Committee. 

16.) Stanislaus Buffer and setback guidelines are outlined in Appendix A of the Any alternative buffer and setback design standards proposed by a 
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Jurisdiction Buffer Notes 
County Agriculture Element of the General Plan and apply to all new or 

expanding non-agricultural uses approved by discretionary permit in or 
adjoining the A-2 district. A minimum 150 foot wide buffer. Projects which 
propose people intensive outdoor activities such as athletic fields must 
incorporate a 300 foot buffer. All buffers shall incorporate a solid wall and 
vegetative screen consistent with the following standards: 
Fencing: A 6-foot high solid wall of uniform construction shall be installed 
along any portion of a buffer where the project site and the adjoining 
agricultural operation share a common parcel line.  
Vegetative Screening (minimum standards):  

• Two staggered rows of trees and shrubs characterized by 
evergreen foliage extending from the base of the plant to the 
crown. Fast growing plants with a short life span shall be 
discouraged. 

• Trees and shrubs should be vigorous, drought tolerant and at 
least 6-feet in height at the time of installation 

• Plants shall have 50-70% porosity (approximately 50% to 75% of 
the plant is airspace) 

• Plant height shall vary in order to capture drift within 4-feet of 
ground application 

• A mature height of 15 feet or more shall be required for each 
tree 

• To ensure adequate coverage, two staggered rows shall be 
located 5-feet apart and consist of a minimum 5 gallon plants at 
least 6 feet tall planted 10 feet on center. Alternative spacing 
between rows may be authorized to accommodate the needs of 
specific plant species. 

 

project applicant shall be reviewed and supported by the Stanislaus 
County Agricultural Advisory Board prior to consideration by the 
Stanislaus County Planning Department. In no case, shall the required 
standards be reduced, unless the proposed alternative is found to provide 
equal or greater protection to surrounding agricultural uses. 

17.) Yuba County New development projects shall incorporate a buffer zone of at least 300’ in depth.  This requirement may be eliminated or modified if there are 
significant topographical differences, substantial vegetation, or existing physical barriers between urban and agricultural areas. 

EG mitigation 
from Cal State 
Channel Islands 
AMENDED 
FROM THE 2000 
SUPPLEMENTAL 
EIR: 
S03-AG-23(a) 
Use Buffer for 
Buildings and 
Athletic 
Fields. 

Where building or athletic fields would be within 300 feet of agricultural operations, a 100-foot buffer use buffer shall be created along the project site’s 
property line facing agricultural operations. A minimum 150-foot setback (in conjunction with a vegetative buffer) or 300-foot setback (without 
vegetative buffer) between any occupied campus structures, uses or athletic facilities and agricultural production shall be provided. The buffer may 
include roads and landscaped areas, and internal paths. Said buffer shall be located on the project site, and not on the adjacent agricultural 
development. If a minimum 150- foot setback with vegetative buffer is selected, said buffer shall consist of two staggered rows of bushes with 50 to 
75% porosity  
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INTRODUCTION 
 
PURPOSE 
 
The Agricultural Buffer Criteria are intended to supplement the policies and regulations set forth 
in the Agriculture, Conservation and Open Space Element of the General Plan as well as Section 
16.12.170 of the Municipal Code. These criteria were developed to provide guidance for 
planners, project applicants and decision makers regarding the construction of an agricultural 
buffer in the City of Arroyo Grande. 
 
According to Section 16.12.101 E of the Municipal Code, the purpose of the City’s agricultural 
buffer regulations is to minimize potential conflicts between agricultural and non-agricultural 
land uses including:  
 

• The protection of public health; 

• The reduction of noise and odor; 

• The reduction of risk to farm operations from domestic animal predation, crop theft and 

damage and; 

• The reduction of complaints from neighboring urban dwellers. 

 
APPLICABILITY 
 
According to implementation measure AG-5-2.1 of the Agriculture, Conservation and Open 
Space Element, buffers shall be established on all parcels proposed for non-agricultural 
development adjacent to agricultural uses, when the property is exposed to agricultural 
operations. According to Section 16.12.170 E of the Municipal Code, all “new development” 
adjacent to any designated agricultural zoning district shall be required to provide an agricultural 
buffer. New development includes the following: 
 

• Subdivision of land; 

• Issuance of use permits; 

• Issuance of building permits for new residential units. 

 

New development does not include the following: 

• Restoration of a damaged residence within the buffer area in accordance with Section 

16.48.110 or; 

• Remodeling of an existing residence. 
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MINIMUM BUFFER REQUIREMENTS 
 
The General Plan and Municipal Code specifically provide minimum requirements for 
agricultural buffers as follows: 
 
 
MINIMUM AGRICULTURAL BUFFER REQUIREMENTS IN THE GENERAL PLAN 
 
The Agriculture, Conservation and Open Space Element of the General Plan specifies the 
following requirements for agricultural buffers: 
 

AG-5-2.1 Buffers shall be established on all parcels proposed for non-agricultural   
  development adjacent to agricultural uses, when the property is exposed to  
  agricultural operations. 
 
AG-5-2.2 No portion of any new residential structure, within a non-Agricultural land use  
  designation shall be located closer than 100 feet from the site of agricultural  
  operations within an Agricultural land use designation. Greater distances may be  
  required based upon site-specific circumstances.  
 
AG-5-2.3 The buffer area shall be noticed and/or fenced and landscaped in such a manner  
  to discourage human and domestic animal movement between the urban and  
  agricultural areas and to screen urban uses from dust and wind-borne materials. 
 
AG-5-2.4 The buffer area shall contain a minimum 20 foot depth of landscaping. Plantings  
  shall be sufficiently dense and mature to provide aerosol protection within the  
  first year of establishment. Greater landscaping depth may be required based  
  upon site-specific circumstances, to include consideration of established or  
  existing farming operations or practices. 
 
AG-5-2.5 Buffer standards associated with non-residential structures and roadways shall  
  account for the type of use, building orientation, as well as building and   
  roadways design. 
 

MINIMUM AGRICULTURAL BUFFER REQUIREMENTS IN THE MUNICIPAL CODE 
 
Section 16.12.170 E of the Municipal Code specifies the following requirements for agricultural 
buffers: 
 

E-2 The buffer area shall be a minimum of 100 feet, measured from the edge of the  
  designated agricultural district. Optimally, to achieve a maximum separation, a  
  buffer wider than one hundred feet is encouraged and may be required if it is  
  determined through environmental review under CEQA and/or recommended by  
  the San Luis Obispo County Agricultural Commissioner. A decreased buffer  
  distance may be allowed if it can be demonstrated that a physical buffer exists  
  (e.g. Arroyo Grande Creek) that is adequate and approved by the San Luis  
  Obispo County Agricultural Commissioner. 
 
E-3 The minimum 100 foot buffer area shall be comprised of two components: a 20  
  foot wide agricultural landscaped transition area contiguous to an 80 foot wide  
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  agricultural buffer adjacent to the designated agricultural district. The 20 foot  
  landscaped transition area may include pedestrian access. The combined 100 foot 
  agricultural buffer shall not qualify as farmland mitigation as required by Section 
  16.12.170.F. 
 
E-4 The following uses are permitted in the 100 foot agricultural buffer: 
 

• Native plants 

• Trees or hedgerows 

• Roads 

• Drainage channels 

• Stormwater retention ponds 

• Natural areas such as creeks or drainage swales 

• Utility corridors 

• Storage 

• Any use (including agricultural, limited commercial and low human-

intensity uses), determined by the Planning Commission to be consistent 

the use of the property as an agricultural buffer. 

 
  No new residential use shall be permitted within the buffer area unless it is  
  determined there would be no other economically viable use of the property.  
  Restoration of a damaged residence or remodel of an existing residence within  
  the buffer area may be pursued in accordance with Section 16.48.110. 
 
 E-5 The 100 foot agricultural buffer shall be established by the developer pursuant to  
  a plan approved by the community development director and the parks,   
  recreation and facilities director. The plan shall include provisions for the use of  
  integrated weed and pest management techniques and soil erosion control. An  
  agreement in the form approved by the city attorney shall be recorded which  
  shall contain the requirements of this section.  
 
 
 
EXCEPTIONS TO MINIMUM BUFFER REQUIREMENTS 
 
According to the Municipal Code, to achieve a maximum separation, a buffer wider than one 
hundred feet is encouraged and may be required if it is determined through environmental review 
under CEQA and/or recommended by the San Luis Obispo County Agricultural Commissioner. A 
decreased buffer distance may be allowed if it can be demonstrated that a physical buffer exists 
(e.g. Arroyo Grande Creek) that is adequate and approved by the San Luis Obispo County 
Agricultural Commissioner. 
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ADDITIONAL CRITERIA FOR BUFFER DESIGN 
 
 
In addition to the minimum buffer requirements outlined above, the following additional criteria 
are recommended by the City of Arroyo Grande regarding the design, vegetative, fencing and 
plant palette components: 
 
BASIC BUFFER CRITERIA 
 
Agricultural buffers should consist of a mix of trees, shrubs, berms, fences, walls etc. sufficient to 
reduce noise, spray drift and dust, diffuse light, and act as a physical separation between urban 
and agricultural uses. All buffers should incorporate a solid, architectural, landscaped wall and 
vegetative screening component to reduce conflict potential between urban and agricultural uses. 
 
 
Vegetative Buffer Criteria 
 
At minimum the following vegetative criteria should be used: 
 
1. Vegetative screen should consist at minimum of 1-2 staggered rows of deciduous or 

coniferous trees and shrubs (5 gallon size at planting), located 5 feet apart and planted 10 feet 
on center. 

 
2. Vegetative screen should have between 50 – 75% porosity (50 – 75% of the buffer should be 

air space). 
 
3. Trees and shrubs should be vigorous, drought tolerant, and at least 6 feet in height at the time 

of installation. 
 
4. Minimum mature tree height should be 15 feet. 
 
5. Fast growing plants with a short lifespan are discouraged. Species with long, thin, rough 

foliage are encouraged. 
 
6. Native plant species are preferred. 
 
7. Where the potential for conflict between agricultural and non-agricultural uses is high, 

additional rows of vegetation and physical screening may be appropriate. 
 
Fencing Criteria 
 
At minimum the following fencing criteria should be used: 
 
1. Installation of a minimum 6 foot high solid, architectural, landscaped wall or fence where 
 the urban use and agricultural use share a common property line or as needed to prevent 
 trespass between the urban and agricultural areas. 
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Plant Palette Recommendations 
 
Planting recommendations should be determined based upon site-specific circumstances with 
special emphasis on promoting integrated pest management, low water usage and weed control. 
County-approved plant species for use in agricultural buffers are outlined below. 
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ADDITIONAL MAINTENANCE CRITERIA 
 
Municipal Code provisions stipulate that an agreement in the form approved by the City attorney 
shall be recorded which include the requirements of section 16.12.170 E. Basic agricultural buffer 
maintenance guidelines as outlined below should also be included as project conditions. 
 
BASIC BUFFER MAINTENANCE GUIDELINES 
 

• Property owner(s) are responsible for all aspects of on-going maintenance of buffer and 

setback areas. 

• Property owner(s) shall be responsible for maintaining landscape plants in a healthy and 

attractive condition. Dead or dying plants shall be replaced with materials of equal size 

and similar variety within 30 days of weather permitting. 

• A Homeowners Association or other responsible entity shall be required to maintain 

buffers to control litter, fire hazards, pests, and other maintenance problems when a 

project consists of multiple parcels which may be held under separate ownership. 

• Buffer maintenance requirements shall be stipulated through inclusion in Covenants, 

Conditions and Restrictions (CC&Rs) or through deed restriction. 
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ADDITIONAL SUBMITTAL CRITERIA 
 
 
In addition to the submittal requirements outlined in Section 12.16.170 E.5 of the Municipal 
Code, the following submittal guidelines are encouraged to ensure that review and processing of 
project applications requiring agricultural buffers is efficient and effective. 
 
BASIC BUFFER PLAN SUBMITTAL GUIDELINES 
 

• Name and address of owner, property location and Assessor’s Parcel Number. 

• North arrow and scale as well as the name and location of the nearest public road 

intersection. 

• Name, address, professional status, license number, and phone number of the person who 

prepared the plan. 

• Site plan should clearly show the special agricultural buffer in relation to property lines 

adjacent to the agricultural district, adjacent property lines, public streets and other 

features such as creeks as well as lots, building envelopes and any proposed buildings. 

• Plans should include detailed construction plans showing how the project complies with 

the agricultural buffer policies outlined in the Agriculture, Conservation and Open Space 

Element of the General Plan, Section 12.16.170 E of the Municipal Code and the 

additional buffer criteria in this document. 
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SCHEMATIC BUFFER EXAMPLES 
 

The following schematic examples were developed to demonstrate example buffer construction 
for development scenarios which involve minimum, moderate, and maximum potential for 
conflict between urban and agricultural uses. Actual buffer design and construction will vary 
based upon site specific circumstances. 

 
EXAMPLE MINIMUM BUFFER 
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EXAMPLE MODERATE BUFFER 
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EXAMPLE MAXIMUM BUFFER 
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AGRICULTURE, CONSERVATION and OPEN SPACE ELEMENT 
 
 
Principals: 
 
• That resources such as prime capability soils are highly productive whether for agricultural 

purposes, watershed or natural habitat.   
 
• Resources that are irretrievable and/or irreplaceable need to be protected and preserved. 
 
• Individuals and the community have a responsibility to future generations as well as to 

wildlife to preserve and protect finite natural resources. 
 
• Resources lands contribute to overall public health, safety and welfare beyond provision of 

basic necessities such as food, fiber and livelihood. 
 
• Land Use and urban development shall be managed and limited to that which can be 

sustained by the available resources and serviced by the circulation and other infrastructure 
systems. 

 
AGRICULTURE OBJECTIVES and POLICIES: 
 
Ag1 Avoid and or mitigate loss of prime farmland soils and conserve non-prime 

Agriculture use and natural resource lands. 
 

Ag1-1 Designate prime farmland soils that are not predominately committed to non-
Agricultural development as Agriculture (Ag) and/or Agriculture Preserve (AgP), 
whether or not in current agricultural productive use.   

 
Ag1-1.1 Prime Farmland Soils shall include all land, whether a single parcel or contiguous 

parcels, that if irrigated, qualifies for rating as Class I or Class II in the USDA 
Natural Resources Conservation Service land use capability classification whether 
or not the land is actually irrigated, provided that irrigation is feasible.   (This 
definition is derived from the Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000 as 
reorganized and amended in 2000.  Section 56064(a)). Prime farmland soils shall 
also include farmland of Statewide importance as identified in the USDA, Natural 
Resources Conservation Services, outlined in the Land Inventory and Monitoring 
(LIM) Project Soil Survey for San Luis Obispo County, California, Coastal Part, 
September 1984. 

 
Ag1-1.2 Public facilities are permitted on agricultural and natural resource land 

when required by health, safety, or welfare of the public. 
 
Ag1-1.3 Either Agriculture or Agriculture Preserve zoning are consistent with the 

Agriculture classification of the plan. 
 

Ag1-2 Designate as Conservation/Open Space (C/OS) or County Rural Lands all non-
prime Ag lands with important natural resource or open space values that the 
community intends to conserve. 
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Ag1-2.1 Areas with a C/OS designation shall be subject to special measures 
and/or programs designed to conserve natural resources and protect the 
community from their loss, including measures or programs that may be 
developed subsequent to adoption of this General Plan Update. 

 
Ag1-3 Support existing programs and develop strategies to retain areas of farmland soils 

for agricultural use, and other Conservation/Open Space (C/OS) areas in a natural, 
undeveloped state. 

 
Ag1-3.1 Encourage Williamson Act participation and acquisition of Agricultural 

Conservation Easements by agricultural landowners.  An inventory of 
parcels under Williamson Act contract and those with easements within 
the City shall be maintained by the Community Development Department 
and the status of those contracts/easements reported to the Planning 
Commission and City Council.  The City’s objective shall be 100% of 
either Williamson Act enrollment of qualified parcels or agricultural 
conservation easement acquisition.  The City’s aim shall be to maintain 
contiguity of Ag and C/OS parcels and avoid fragmentation of areas 
having prime farmland soils or non-prime Conservation/Open Space 
designation. 

 
Ag1-3.2 Encourage dedication of conservation easements over parcels having 

Conservation/Open Space (C/OS) designation.  An inventory of 
conservation easements and similar restrictions within the City shall be 
maintained by the Community Development Department and reported 
annually to the Planning Commission and City Council.  The City’s 
objective shall be to maintain 100% of the Conservation/Open Space 
designation under interim or permanent open space or conservation 
easements. 

 
Ag1-4 Establish and apply a significance criterion (threshold of significance) for CEQA 

analysis, as provided by CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.7, that considers loss of 
prime farmland soils as a significant adverse environmental impact. 

 
Ag1-4.1 Loss of prime farmland soils shall refer to their unavailability for 

agricultural use.  Loss may occur through natural causes or development 
such as coverage (e.g., paving, construction of buildings, etc.), or 
conversion to urban/suburban use (including residential yards/gardens 
and recreational areas).  Cessation of agricultural use shall not constitute 
loss so long as the parcel remains fallow or is allowed to revert to a 
natural undeveloped state.  Site improvements that are intended to 
support agricultural operations - such as grading, irrigation or drainage 
facilities, unpaved roads, or farm buildings and structures -- shall not 
constitute loss so long as the improvements do not substantially diminish 
the capability of agricultural operations on the parcel or within the area 
and the improvements are directly related to agricultural production on 
the site. 

 
Ag1-4.2 Possible mitigation for loss of areas having prime farmland soils may 

include permanent protection of prime farmland soils at a ratio of 1:1 
with regard to the acreage of land removed from the capability for 
agricultural use.  Permanent protection may involve, but is not limited to, 
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dedication of a perpetual agriculture or conservation easement or other 
effective mechanism to ensure that the area chosen as mitigation shall 
not be subject to loss of its prime farmland soils.  Suitability of location 
shall be determined by the City Council.  The aim shall be to protect and 
preserve prime farmland soils primarily within and contiguous to City 
boundaries, secondly within the Urban Land Use Element area, and 
thirdly within the larger Arroyo Grande Valley and La Cienega Valley 
within the Area of Environmental Concern.  Other potential mitigation 
measures for loss of areas having prime farmland soils include payment 
of in-lieu fees or such other mitigation acceptable to the City Council. 

 
Ag1-4.3 Since prime farmland soils occur naturally and are geographically 

specific, the only means for mitigation to less than significant is 
preservation.  The City’s aim shall be to maintain contiguity of Ag and 
C/OS parcels and avoid fragmentation of areas having prime farmland 
soils.  The City shall avoid development of prime farmland soil areas by 
directing growth potential to more suitable urban locations.  Only after 
the imposition of available mitigation and consideration of alternatives to 
avoid the proposed action, may the City Council approve development on 
prime farmland soils subject to overriding considerations as permitted by 
California Government Code Section 15093. 

 
Ag1-5 Conserve topsoil by encouraging cooperation between property owners, agriculture 

operators and growers, agencies and organizations that will result in effective soil 
conservation practices.   

 
Ag1-5.1 Assure that city streets, drainage systems and other infrastructure do not 

adversely impact agricultural lands and that the roads, drainage and 
utility systems are properly maintained. 

 
Ag1-5.2 Actively encourage conservation of soil resources. 

 
Ag1-5.2.1 Make available to area farmers, in conjunction with Natural 

Resource Conservation Service, voluntary guidelines for farming 
operations on erodible soils. 

 
Ag1-5.3 Minimize flood damage potential to farmland. 

 
Ag1-5.3.1 Assure that urban developments incorporate adequate runoff 

and drainage detention and flood control. 
 
Ag2 Allocate and conserve ground and surface water resources for agricultural use 

and minimize potential Fringe Area and urban development that would divert 
such resources from agriculture. 

 
Ag2-1 Maintain water resources for production agriculture, both in quality and in quantity, 

so as to prevent the loss of agriculture due to competition for water with urban 
development. 
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Ag2-1.1 Minimize County Fringe Area and urban development that would 
adversely affect: (1) water supplies and quality or (2) groundwater 
recharge capability needed for agricultural use. 

 
Ag2-1.2 Support efforts to provide needed surface and/or ground water 

resources for agricultural irrigation to those properties zoned Agriculture, 
Very Low Density and Low Density. 

 
Ag2-2 Identify groundwater recharge areas that are pertinent to agricultural water usage. 

 
Ag2-2.1 For purposes of this policy, ‘groundwater recharge area’ refers to all 

areas with sufficient soil permeability or appropriate geologic structure 
such that surface water penetrates to one or more subterranean aquifers 
that are currently used or could reasonably be used in the future for 
agricultural irrigation. 

 
Ag2-2.2 The location and suitability of groundwater recharge areas shall be 

identified in CEQA analyses and considered with regard to impacts on 
agricultural land uses. 

 
Ag2-3 Ensure that urban land use and Residential Rural or Suburban development 

projects result in no net decrease in groundwater recharge and no adverse effect 
on agricultural water supplies. 

 
Ag2-3.1 Require mitigation measures that result in no net decrease in 

groundwater recharge. 
 

Ag2-4 Detention, retention and recharge basins shall be designed as open space and 
habitat resources in addition to flood control and other functions associated with a 
development.  Their extent and engineering shall permit establishment of 
vegetative growth and utilization for passive recreation or compatible agricultural 
uses.  The design of such Facilities shall include specific operation and 
maintenance programs that ensure that the capacity is not reduced. 

 
Ag2-5 Encourage water conservation by both agricultural and urban water users. 

 
Ag2-5.1 Require water-conserving design in urban development proposals. 

 
Ag2-5.2 Distribute irrigation standards for urban area agricultural uses. 

 
Ag3 Current acreage of agricultural uses within Arroyo Grande’s Area of 

Environmental Concern shall be maintained.   
 

Ag3-1 Designate all lands currently in agricultural use, and vacant lands having been in 
agricultural use for at least six (6) months within the past ten (10) years, as 
Agriculture (Ag) unless otherwise classified and partially developed for non-
Agricultural uses. 

 
Ag3-1.1 Agricultural use shall include grazing by domesticated animals (e.g. 

horses, cattle, sheep, goats, etc) or other animals (e.g. buffalo, ostrich, 
deer, etc.) managed for commercial or conservation purposes; tending 
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of animals (e.g. chickens, rabbits, etc.) for commercial products (e.g., 
eggs, meat, fur) or for conservation purposes (e.g., wildlife refuge); 
cultivation of food crops intended for human or animal consumption, 
including products requiring substantial processing after harvest; 
cultivation of flowers, trees or ornamental flora, including landscaping 
materials; active management of orchards or vineyards; or any other 
activity where the soil and climate provide an essential component of 
commercial productivity. 

 
Ag3-1.2 Commercial value and significance with regard to agricultural use shall 

refer to the purpose of the activity rather than to any particular 
economic threshold.  The criterion is whether the activity is pursued with 
the intent to sell agricultural products, directly or indirectly and whether 
profitable or not.  Activity pursued for personal consumption or pleasure 
(e.g., keeping a horse for family riding, a goat for household milk, or a 
small vineyard for home vinting) does not qualify as an agricultural use. 

 
Ag3-1.3 Agricultural land shall encompass parcels with agricultural uses and one 

or more residential structures and/or outbuildings designed to shelter or 
contain animals or store agricultural products or equipment and supplies.   

 
Ag3-1.4 Parcels with no agricultural uses, of a primarily residential nature, shall 

be considered residential.  Parcels with no agricultural uses, which 
contain uses related to and supportive of agricultural operations, shall be 
considered agricultural. 

 
Ag3-1.5 Vacant or undeveloped agricultural land shall refer to fallow cropland, 

grazing land or land supporting other agricultural uses as identified in 
AG3-1.1, that is not in productive use at the time of any designation 
action or re-designation request.   

 
Ag3-2 Outside the City limits and within Arroyo Grande’s Area of Environmental Concern, 

designate those lands identified in San Luis Obispo County’s General Plan as 
Agriculture, which are currently in agricultural use or have been in agricultural use 
for at least six (6) months within the past ten (10) years, as Agriculture (Ag). 

 
Ag3-2.1 County designation shall be as determined as of December 15, 1998, the 

date of adoption by the Board of Supervisors, of the County’s Agriculture 
& Open Space Element.   

 
Ag3-2.2 Should landowners of parcels in this area request consideration for 

inclusion within the City’s Sphere of Influence and/or annexation to the 
City of Arroyo Grande, the request shall be evaluated based on the City’s 
criteria for Agriculture designation and zoning, and be subject to all 
policies and regulations pertaining to that use.   

 
Ag3-3 Agricultural land shall be considered as two sub-types: Prime and non-prime.  

Because of soil and slope conditions, and non-expandable nature of these areas, 
prime Agriculture areas shall have the highest priority for protection from 
conversion to urban uses. 
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Ag3-3.1 Prime Agriculture shall comprise what are commonly referred to as 
“bottom lands” within the Arroyo Grande Valley, Huasna Valley, Cienega 
Valley and Los Berros Valley.  These are typically flat, irrigated, and in 
intensive crop production. 

 
Ag3-3.2 Non-prime areas shall comprise what are commonly referred to as “grass 

lands” on hillsides and sloped areas generally southeast, east and north 
of the urban area.  These are typically non-irrigated and support grazing 
or dry-land crops.  

 
Ag3-4 Encourage the expansion of agricultural land uses. 

 
Ag3-4.1 Encourage requests for re-classification of lands in Residential Rural and 

Residential Suburban and/or Urban land use districts to the Agriculture 
district. 

 
Ag3-5 All Ag-designated lands shall be considered ‘Agricultural Preserve’ for Land 

Conservation Act (Williamson Act) purposes and eligible to enter into Williamson 
Act contracts to the extent that statutory qualifications are satisfied.  The City shall 
encourage agricultural conservation easements for lands that are not eligible for 
Williamson Act contracts. 

 
Ag3-5.1 Promote Williamson Act contracts, or agricultural conservation 

easements, on Ag-designated properties within the City limits and in the 
City's Area of Environmental Concern.  The City’s aim shall be 100% 
participation of qualified Ag-designated properties that are otherwise not 
protected in perpetuity. 

 
Ag3-5.2 Encourage the County to support participation in the Williamson Act 

program by Ag-designated properties within the Area of Environmental 
Concern under jurisdiction of the County.  The City’s aim shall be 100% 
participation of qualified Ag-designated properties that are otherwise not 
protected in perpetuity. 

 
Ag3-6 Encourage lot mergers and consolidations, within the Ag district, and among 

properties seeking inclusion into the Ag district, or meet minimum parcel size 
requirements for Williamson Act participation and City standards for Agriculture 
uses, and encourage joint participation in linked agricultural conservation 
easements. 

 
Ag3-6.1 Establish incentives for lot mergers and consolidations.  The City’s aim 

shall be 100% of Ag-designated properties to be qualified for Williamson 
Act participation and compliant with City standards, or subject to 
agricultural conservation easements. 

 
Ag3-7 Where lot mergers and consolidations are impractical, encourage the establishment 

and maintenance of small-scale agricultural uses, specialty crops, and specialized 
animal facilities. 

 
Ag3-7.1 Discourage rural residences as the primary use on existing small Ag 

designated parcels. 
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Ag3-7.2 Advise owners of legally non-conforming Ag parcels that City policy 
promotes continued agricultural use including specialty crops and right-
to-farm adjoining Ag properties. 

 
Ag3-8 Encourage the establishment and succession of agricultural usage.  

 
Ag3-8.1 Cooperate with the County Agricultural Commissioner and Farm Advisors 

to distribute information encouraging establishment of agricultural uses 
and conversion to higher value crops to preserve Agriculture and 
conserve Conservation/Open Space lands. 

 
Ag3-9 Discourage subdivision of Ag designated property. 

 
Ag3-9.1 The minimum parcel size for new land division of Ag designated parcels 

that are irrigated shall be 20 acres.   
 

Ag3-9.2 The minimum parcel size for new land division of Ag designated parcels 
that are non-irrigated shall be 40 acres. 

 
Ag3-10 Where land division of an Ag designated property is proposed, the resulting parcels 

shall be designed to ensure the long-term protection of agricultural resources. 
 

Ag3-10.1 Refer proposed divisions of Agriculture lands to the County Agricultural 
Commissioner for review and advisory comment as to whether the 
proposed parcels would be sustainable as agricultural parcels. 

 
Ag3-10.2 Require that Ag parcels meet Williamson Act eligibility standards and 

enter into Williamson Act contracts if not otherwise protected in 
perpetuity. 

 
Ag3-10.3 Require that divisions of Ag designated parcels include covenants, 

conditions and restrictions (CC&Rs) notifying subsequent owners that 
land is an Agricultural reserve and that the City supports its ‘Right-to-
Farm’ Ordinance. 

 
Ag3-10.4 Restrict the building sites of a subdivided Ag parcel to no more than 1 

acre.   
 

Ag3-10.5 Accessory buildings or structures shall be sited to minimize disruption of 
agricultural operations, avoid conversions of productive farmland, and 
take maximum advantage of existing infrastructure. 

 
Ag3-10.6 Maintain existing irrigation infrastructure. 

 
Ag3-11 Allow residential density of no more than two primary dwelling units on each legal 

parcel of 20 acres or larger within the Ag category.  Accessory units for farmworker 
housing at a higher density may be allowed on parcels greater than 20 acres 
subject to obtaining a conditional use permit.  Allow no more than one primary 
dwelling unit on each parcel of less than 20 acres; exceptions may be allowed for 
farmworker housing located on non-prime Agriculture designated lands subject to 
obtaining a conditional use permit. 
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Ag3-12 Except as provided below, permit only Ag-related uses in areas designated 
Agriculture (Ag). 

 
Ag3-12.1 Ag-related shall mean activities and structures associated with the 

growing and/or production of agricultural products for income. 
 

Ag3-12.2 Incidental activities (such as roadside stands or bed-and-breakfast/farm 
stay accommodations) may be permitted, so long as those activities are 
related to the primary use, are clearly secondary to agricultural use, and 
that all building sites in the aggregate compose less than 1 acre of 
conforming (or less than 10% of the non-conforming) parcel size and are 
situated such that they do not impinge upon the agricultural activities of 
the parcel and/or the Ag district.  

 
Ag3-13 Discourage conversion of land within Ag designated areas to non-Agriculture uses. 

 
Ag3-13.1 Cooperate with the County, special districts, and agricultural 

organizations/agencies to establish urban service and urban reserve lines 
that will protect agricultural land and stabilize agricultural uses within the 
Area of Environmental Concern. 

 
Ag3-14 Consider re-classification of an Ag parcel (or contiguous set of parcels), only if and 

when the parcel or set of such parcels is less than minimum size (e.g. legally non-
conforming as to area) and is isolated from other agricultural uses.  

 
Ag3-14.1 "Isolated" shall refer to a parcel or set of parcels being predominately 

separated from other nearby Agriculture areas, or predominately 
surrounded by existing non-agricultural uses, such that it lacks contiguity 
with or connection to other areas of existing or potential agricultural use.  

 
Ag3-14.2 In cases considered for conversion, the parcel(s) shall be adequately 

served by appropriate infrastructure and any development application 
shall be subject to environmental analysis as referenced in AOSCE Policy 
Ag1-4. 

 
Ag3-15 Re-designation requests shall avoid leapfrogging of parcels in agricultural use that 

would result in other Ag parcels being widowed, including uses within County 
jurisdiction as well as uses within City. 

 
Ag4 Support continued economic viability of agriculture as a specialized site-specific 

industry. 
 

Ag4-1 Support increased productivity and enhancement of markets and/or Ag uses, such 
as vineyards, in appropriate areas, especially in locations that would retain Ag. 
Lands and/or improve or reestablish agricultural productivity. 

  
Ag4-1.1 Continue support of the Farmers Market in Arroyo Grande on a regular 

basis in one or more appropriate locations.  
 

Ag4-2 Support the development of new techniques and new practices in agricultural 
production. 
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Ag4-2.1 Favorably consider proposals for agricultural uses and practices that are 
compatible with surrounding uses. 

 
Ag4-2.2 Minimize the burden to agricultural operators of any review and 

permitting requirements by the City. 
 

Ag4-2.3 Affirm the City’s Right to Farm Ordinance and its extension to new 
techniques and practices. 

 
Ag4-3 Provide incentives for landowners to maintain land in productive agricultural uses. 

 
Ag4-3.1 Encourage the establishment of small-scale agricultural uses, specialty 

crops, and specialized livestock facilities other than processing on 
existing small land parcels in the Ag category. 

 
Ag4-4 Allow incidental visitor-serving and incidental retail use and facilities in Ag 

designated areas that are beneficial to the agricultural industry and are compatible 
with long-term agricultural use of the land.  Such uses shall be clearly incidental 
and secondary to the primary agricultural uses of the site, and meet the criteria of 
Ag3-12.2. 

 
Ag4-4.1 Visitor-serving uses may include tourism facilities such as bed-and-

breakfast/farm stay lodging or food-serving establishments.  Such uses 
shall be of a small-scale nature with discrete signage. 

 
Ag4-4.2 Incidental retail uses may involve on-site, area-specific or product-

specific promotion and marketing of agricultural products, such as wine 
tasting at a vineyard.   Such uses shall be of a small-scale nature with 
discrete signage. 

 
Ag4-4.3 Locate visitor-serving and incidental retail uses on the least productive 

agricultural lands unless there are no other feasible locations 
 

Ag4-5 Promote the establishment of service commercial type uses related to 
the support of local agricultural production outside Ag areas. 

 
Ag4-5.1 Locate Ag related service commercial uses in commercial or industrial 

districts with convenient access to areas of agricultural production.  
Service commercial type uses may include, but are not limited to, farm 
equipment rental and repair services, veterinary services, and bulk 
supplies. 

 
Ag4-6 Promote the establishment of compatible industrial facilities that support local 

agricultural production, processing, packing, and related industries. 
Ag4-6.1 Compatible industrial facilities include facilities that are fully enclosed 

and do not generate dust, odors or other emissions that may adversely 
affect residents or workers.  Such facilities may include small-scale 
wineries, breweries, ice manufacturing, and other facilities as evaluated 
on a case-by-case basis. 
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Ag4-6.2 Incompatible agricultural facilities of an industrial nature may include 
poultry operations, hog farms, feed lots, feed and grain mills, meat-
packing plants, food processing plants, produce packing sheds, and 
certain types of transportation facilities for agricultural products and 
supplies, as evaluated on a case-by-case basis. 

 
Ag4-6.3 Locate agriculturally related industrial facility uses in commercial or 

industrial districts with convenient access to areas of agricultural 
production. 

 
Ag5 Promote coexistence of agricultural and urban land uses. 
 

Ag5-1 Affirm the Right-to-Farm Ordinance. 
 

Ag5-1.1 Extend Right-to-Farm provisions to new areas that are adjoining lands 
approved for addition to the Agriculture district. 

 
Ag5-2 Establish criteria for buffers between Agriculture land use designations and non-

Agriculture land use designations. 
 

Ag5-2.1 Buffers shall be established on all parcels proposed for non-agricultural 
development adjacent to agricultural uses, when the property is exposed 
to agricultural operations. 

 
Ag5-2.2 No portion of any new residential structure within a non-Agricultural land 

use designation shall be located closer than 100 feet from the site of 
agricultural operations within an Agricultural land designation.  Greater 
distances may be required based upon site-specific circumstances, to 
include consideration of established or existing farming operations or 
practices. 

 
Ag5-2.3 The buffer area shall be noticed and/or fenced and landscaped in such 

manner to discourage human and domestic animal movement between 
the urban and agricultural areas and to screen urban uses from dust and 
wind-borne materials.   

 
Ag5-2.4 The buffer area shall contain a minimum 20 feet depth of landscaping.  

Plantings shall be sufficiently dense and mature to provide aerosol 
protection within the first year of establishment.  Greater landscaping 
depth may be required based upon site-specific circumstances, to include 
consideration of established or existing farming operations or practices. 

 
Ag5-2.5 Buffer standards associated with non-residential structures and roadways 

shall account for the type of use, building orientation and building and 
roadways design. 

 
Ag5-3 Land use conversions shall not adversely affect existing or potential agriculture 

production on adjacent lands designated Ag. 
 

Ag5-4 Design special assessments that are equitable with regard to benefits, such that 
agricultural landowners are not disproportionately assessed for services that accrue 
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to urban residents more than farmers or ranchers.  Examples of such urban 
services include fire protection, park and recreation services and neighborhood 
street lighting. 

 
Ag5-5 Minimize trespassing into agricultural areas, through signage, access restrictions, 

fines and other available means 
 

Ag5-6 Establish a grievance or arbitration committee to mediate land use disputes 
between farmers and adjoining non-farm residents. 

 
Ag 6 Agriculture classification shall include minimum development standards: 
 

Ag6-1 Ag zoning classifications shall prescribe minimum parcel sizes of 20-acres for 
cultivated, irrigated and/or prime agricultural land, and 40 acres for non-cultivated, 
non-irrigated and/or non-prime agricultural lands. 

 
Ag6-2 Ag Zoning classifications shall allow 1 dwelling unit per 10 acres and accessory 

structures provided all buildings comply with Ag 3-10.4, Ag 3-10.5 and Ag 3-11. 
 

CONSERVATION and OPEN SPACE OBJECTIVES and POLICIES 
 

C/OS1 Protect visually accessible scenic resources.  
 

C/OS1-1 Identify and protect scenic resources and view sheds associated with them 
 

C/OS1-1.1 For purposes of this policy, a ‘scenic resource’ may refer to agricultural 
land, open spaces, hillsides, ridgelines, canyons, valleys, landmark trees, 
woodlands, wetlands, streambeds and banks, as well as aspects of the 
built environment that are of a historic nature, or unique to the City, or 
contribute to the rural, small town character of the City. 

 
C/OS1-1.2 For purposes of this policy, a ‘view shed’ refers to locations from which a 

scenic resource is visible.  Such locations may be privately owned but 
generally accessible to the public.  Public vantage points, such as travel 
paths (roadways, trails) or public facilities (schools, parks, etc) are 
especially important view sheds to maintain. 

 
C/OS1-1.3 Establish designated scenic corridors along public roads and highways 

that have unique or outstanding scenic attributes, such as views of 
prominent hills, mountains or canyons; views of stands of trees or 
wildflowers; views of the Pacific Ocean or streams. 

 
C/OS1-1.4 Locate structures, roads and grading on portions of a site so as to 

minimize visual impact.  Locate developments below prominent 
ridgelines and hilltops such that they are not silhouetted against the sky.   

 
C/OS1-1.5 Use natural landforms and vegetation to screen development. 
 
C/OS1-1.6 Minimize signs, especially freestanding signs.  Secure removal of non-

conforming signs within scenic corridors as part of discretionary 
development projects. 
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C/OS 1-1.7  Prohibit off-premise advertising signs in all Agriculture, 
Conservation/Open Space, and Residential designated areas of the City 
and planning area.  

   
C/OS1-2 Identify unique landforms and designate them as Conservation/Open Space 

(C/OS) to require or encourage their protection, conservation and/or 
preservation. 

 
C/OS2 Safeguard important environmental and sensitive biological resources 

contributing to healthy, functioning ecosystem. 
 

C/OS2-1 Designate all streams and riparian corridors as Conservation/Open Space (C/OS). 
 
C/OS2-1.1 ‘Streams’ and ‘riparian corridors’ shall include buffer area corresponding 

at least to natural vegetation and/or creek bank. 
 
C/OS2-1.2 Preserve stream and riparian corridors in their natural state except that 

periodic flood control maintenance consistent with State and Federal 
permits shall be allowed. 

 
C/OS2-1.3 Where feasible, maintain a grading and building setback of 25 feet from 

the top of stream bank.  Locate buildings and structures outside the 
setback.  Except in urban areas where existing development exists to the 
contrary, prevent removal of riparian vegetation within 25 feet of the top 
of stream bank. 

 
C/OS2-1.4 Creekside trails may be designed within stream and riparian corridors 

and building setback providing design and grading are consistent with 
State and Federal permits and are sensitive to natural vegetation and 
include landscape mitigation. 

 
C/OS2-2 Identify unique or sensitive habitat areas and designate them Conservation/Open 

Space (C/OS) overlay. 
 
C/OS2-2.1 Designate wetlands as Conservation/Open Space.  
 

C/OS2-3 Identify and designate Conservation/Open Space (C/OS) other public or private 
properties containing scenic resources or public vistas of scenic importance. 

 
C/OS2-4 Identify and protect wildlife corridors that link habitat areas as 

Conservation/Open Space (C/OS). 
 

C/OS2-4.1  Encourage agricultural landowners and managers of Conservation/Open 
Space to adopt range and farmland management practices that will not 
interfere with the movement of wildlife through their properties. 

 
C/OS2-4.2  Public or private developments that require discretionary permit or 

propose a land division, shall avoid disturbance of significant wildlife 
corridors, and/or wetlands identified by City or County environmental 
studies.  

 

Global-Agricultural Resources, Indirect-Attachment A



 AgC/OS - 13 

C/OS2-4.3  When evaluating discretionary proposals as part of the CEQA process, 
require mitigation measures that would re-establish damaged or 
disturbed corridors and provide for long-term viability. 

 
C/OS3 Plan for a well-maintained system of footpaths and non-vehicular trails that 

provide access to areas of non-urban environment. 
 

C/OS3-1 In Residential Rural and Suburban County areas and developments in the 
unincorporated portions of the planning area, and in all urban land use 
developments adjoining possible trail alignments within the City, provide for 
equestrian, hiking and biking trails, particularly those providing access to schools, 
parks and community facility activity areas. 

 
C/OS3-2 Access trails shall not conflict with Agriculture use or significantly disturb 

environmentally sensitive resources. 
 

C/OS4 Preserve historic and cultural resources of public interest that reflect the 
legacy of earlier human settlement. 

 
C/OS4-1 Identify historic and cultural resources that should be protected as C/OS 

combining designations. 
 
C/OS4-2 Avoid disturbance of archaeological and culturally sensitive sites. 
 
C/OS4-3 Encourage acquisition of significant designated C/OS sites by public agencies, 

historical or conservation organizations for preservation and restoration where 
feasible, or require private conservation by adaptive reuse if not.  

 
C/OS4-4 Protect the character of significant historical features and settings by C/OS 

designation.  Maintain a listing of historic and cultural resources. 
 
C/OS5 Conservation/Open Space classification shall include minimum development 

standards: 
 

C/OS5-1 C/OS zoning classifications shall prescribe minimum parcel sizes of 5 acres, 10 
acres or 20 acres (e. 

+g. C/OS5) as determined appropriate by the City based on existing parcel size or 
sensitivity to development. 

 
C/OS5-2 C/OS zoning classifications shall allow 1 dwelling unit per parcel provided all 

buildings and related grading and infrastructure complies with Ag3-10.4 and 
Ag3-10.5 related to conservation of natural resources. 

 
C/OS6 The City of Arroyo Grande shall manage land use and limit its urban     

development potential to that which can be sustained by the available water   
resources and serviced by circulation and other infrastructure. 

 
C/OS6-1 Water resources currently available include 1200 acre-feet annually of 

groundwater extraction from Arroyo Grande Basin, 2290-acre feet annual 
entitlement from Lopez Lake and 100 acre feet per year from the Pismo 
formation.  The 3590 ac. ft/year minimum supply during drought conditions is 

Global-Agricultural Resources, Indirect-Attachment A



 AgC/OS - 14 

estimated as capable of supporting a City of 20,000 residents (at 160 gpd per 
capita average consumption). 

 
C/OS6-1.1     The City shall consider more efficient water utilization and conservation 

measures in subsequent Water Management Master Plan amendments to 
reduce average annual per capita consumption including the Best 
Management Practices already identified.  The City will monitor water 
use by type and density of land use including agriculture, residential, 
office and commercial.  The City will reflect any changes to regional 
water resources available to the City by periodic amendment to the City’s 
Water Master Plan. 

 
C/OS6-2 Residential Rural and Residential Suburban uses in the unincorporated Arroyo 

Grande Fringe Area utilize individual wells and septic systems located in the 
Arroyo Grande Creek watershed which cumulatively impact water quantity and 
quality available for agriculture and urban uses. 

 
Implementation Measures 
 

Ag/C/OS.1 Designate all deed-restricted open space, identified as part of a Planned 
Development entitlement or Specific Plan, as Permanent Open Space (P/OS). 

 
Ag/C/OS.2 Re-designate all open space, which becomes deed-restricted through 

voluntary dedication or in conjunction with development activities, as 
Permanent Open Space.  

 
Ag/C/OS.3 Maintain an inventory of P/OS and C/OS designated open space, along with 

specific restrictions. 
 
Ag/C/OS.4 Encourage private landowners to voluntarily protect and maintain open space 

resources on their properties. 
 
Ag/C/OS.5 Encourage and support efforts to protect lands containing open space 

resources by state and federal agencies, the County, special districts, and 
non-profit and conservation organizations. 

 
Ag/C/OS.6 Encourage application of Williamson Act programs and Conservation/Open 

Space easements to all eligible private properties. 
 
Ag/C/OS.7 Coordinate efforts to acquire significant conservation and Permanent Open 

Space lands with other public agencies and conservation organizations. 
 
Ag/C/OS.8 Actively seek available grants and aid programs from state and federal 

agencies and private foundations to fund acquisition and maintenance of 
Open Space and Agriculture lands. 

 
Ag/C/OS.9 Actively seek contributions of land, development rights, easements, and 

money from individuals and corporations, both for preservation of open 
space and recreation land in general and for acquisition of specific priority 
properties.  Consider using San Luis Obispo Parks, Open Space and Trails 
Foundation as a vehicle for donations and gifts. 
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Ag/C/OS.10 Encourage the use of cluster land divisions and cluster development that will 

locate development on the least environmentally sensitive portions of 
properties where the balance of land is preserved in Permanent Open Space. 

 
Ag/C/OS.11 Where a landowner proposes a land division, the proposed parcels shall 

maintain or enhance the long-term protection of Open Space. 
 
Ag/C/OS.12 Park sites and recreation areas shall protect scenic and environmentally 

sensitive resources, and shall not conflict with Agriculture uses. 
 
Ag/C/OS.13 Develop a Strategic Action Plan for Agriculture and Open Space preservation 

(prioritize locations, identify actions, responsible entities, funding, timing, 
and performance monitoring). 

 
Ag/C/OS.14 Consider an impact mitigation fee program as adjunct to, or in lieu of, direct 

dedication of off-site Agriculture or conservation easement. 
 
Ag/C/OS.15 Establish a fund for the purchase of Permanent or Conservation/Open Space 

easements and investigate all available revenue sources for funding, 
including: 

 
 a.  grants/loans from State or Federal agencies; 
 b.  grants/loans from private foundations/organizations; 
 c.   citywide tax or participation in countywide tax; and, 
 e.  mitigation fees  

 
Ag/C/OS.16 Assist in developing a public education and outreach program relative to 

conservation easements (personal advantages) and permitted uses and 
activities on easement areas. 

 
Ag/C/OS.17 Collaborate with the County, SLOCOG and/or adjacent jurisdictions (e.g., 

Cities of Pismo Beach, Grover Beach and Oceano CSD) to develop a “model 
agricultural conservation easement” document to be used as the basis for 
negotiation with individual property owners. 

 
Ag/C/OS.18 Establish a program that provides the City with a low cost option or 

contractual arrangements with agricultural landowners to acquire “right of 
first refusal” with regard to acquisition when the owner becomes interested 
in selling a property. 

 
Ag/C/OS.19 Establish or contract with an existing Land Trust to administer ownership of 

Ag parcels and manage agricultural activities. 
 

Ag/C/OS.20 The City should initiate a program for riparian corridor acquisition, wetland, 
restoration and storm Water Pollution Prevention programs. 

 
Ag/C/OS.21 Support the establishment of a local funding mechanism, as identified by City 

Council, which allocates funds toward the voluntary purchase of agricultural, 
conservation, and open space easements. 
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16.12.170 Right to farm provisions.

A. Purpose and Intent. It is the purpose of this section to: 
 
1. Protect agricultural land uses and designations identified on the general plan and zoning map 
from conflicts with nonagricultural land uses that may result in financial hardship to agricultural 
operators or the termination of their operation; 
 
2. Promote a good neighbor policy between agriculturalists and residents by advising purchasers 
and residents of property adjacent to or near agricultural operations of the inherent potential 
problems associated with such purchase or residence including, but not limited to, the sounds, 
odors, dust and chemicals that may accompany agricultural operations so that such purchasers 
and residents will understand the inconveniences that accompany living side by side to 
agriculture and be prepared to accept such problems as the natural result of living in or near 
agricultural areas. 
 
It is the intent of the city council that no agricultural activity, operation or facility, or appurtenances 
thereof, conducted or maintained for commercial purposes, and in a manner consistent with 
proper and accepted customs and standards, as established and followed by similar agricultural 
operations in the same locality, shall be or become a nuisance, private or public, due to any 
changed condition in or about the locality on nonagricultural land after the same has been in 
operation for more than three years if it was not a nuisance at the time it began. 
 
B. Applicability. “Agricultural land” means land use categories identified in the land use element, 
land zoned exclusively for agricultural use (as defined in Section 16.04.070), or land in 
agricultural production. 
 
C. Policy. The city council finds that it is in the public’s interest to preserve and protect 
agricultural land and operations within the city and to specifically protect these lands for exclusive 
agricultural use. The city council also finds that residential development adjacent to agricultural 
land and operations often leads to restrictions on farm operations to the detriment of the adjacent 
agricultural uses and economic viability of the city’s agricultural industry as a whole. The 
purposes of this section, therefore, are to promote the general health, safety and welfare of the 
city; to preserve and protect for exclusive agricultural use those lands zoned for agricultural use; 
to support and encourage continued agricultural operations in the city; and to provide public 
information regarding this section which outlines the inherent potential problems associated with 
living, purchasing and/or residing adjacent to agricultural lands. These potential problems 
include, but are not limited to the sounds, odors, dust and chemicals that may accompany 
agricultural operations. 
 
D. Public Information. Information concerning this section shall be made available by the city 
planning department, including the following notice: 

The City of Arroyo Grande is an agricultural City with many areas zoned for and/or utilized for 
agricultural operations. The presence of farms yields significant aesthetic and economic benefits 
to the residents of the City. Thus, the City’s agriculture must be protected, including areas where 
it is near residential development, and the City of Arroyo Grande has enacted an ordinance which 
provides that properly conducted agricultural operations will not be deemed a nuisance. 

Accordingly, if the property you own, rent, or lease is located close to agricultural lands or 
operations, you may be subject to inconvenience or discomfort from the following Cultivation and 
tilling of the soil; burning of agricultural waste products; lawful and proper use of agricultural 
chemicals including, but not limited to, the application of pesticides and fertilizers; and production, 
irrigation, pruning, growing, harvesting and processing of any agricultural commodity, including 
horticulture, timber, apiculture, the raising of livestock, fish, poultry and commercial practices 
performed as incident to or in conjunction with such agricultural operation, including preparation 
for market, delivery to storage or market, or to carriers or transportation to market. These 
operations may generate dust, smoke, noise and odor. 

 
The city is required to make information on section and its provisions available to the public upon 
request. 
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E. Agricultural Buffer. 
 
1. In conjunction with general plan policies outlined in the agriculture, conservation and open 
space element, and specifically Objective Ag5, the city has determined that the use of property 
for agricultural operations is a high priority. To minimize potential conflicts between agricultural 
and nonagricultural land uses, including the protection of public health, the reduction of noise and 
odor, and the reduction of risk to farm operations from domestic animal predation, crop theft and 
damage and complaints from neighboring urban dwellers, all new development adjacent to any 
designated agricultural district shall be required to provide an agricultural buffer. “Development” 
as used in this section, means subdivision of land, use permits and building permits for new 
residential units. 
 
2. The buffer area shall be a minimum of one hundred (100) feet, measured from the edge of the 
designated agricultural district. Optimally, to achieve a maximum separation, a buffer wider than 
one hundred (100) feet is encouraged and may be required if it is determined through 
environmental review under CEQA and/or recommended by the San Luis Obispo County 
Agricultural Commissioner. A decreased buffer distance may be allowed if it can be 
demonstrated that a physical buffer exists (e.g. Arroyo Grande Creek) that is adequate and 
approved by the San Luis Obispo County Agricultural Commissioner. 
 
3. The minimum one hundred (100) foot agricultural buffer area shall be comprised of two (2) 
components: a twenty (20) foot wide agricultural landscaped transition area contiguous to an 
eighty (80) foot wide agricultural buffer adjacent to the designated agricultural district. The twenty 
(20) foot transition area may include pedestrian access. The combined one hundred (100) foot 
agricultural buffer shall not qualify as farmland mitigation as required by Section 16.12.170.F. 
 
4. The following shall be permitted in the one hundred (100) foot agricultural buffer: native plants, 
tree or hedge rows, roads, drainage channels, storm retention ponds, natural areas such as 
creeks or drainage swales, utility corridors, storage, and any use, including agricultural or limited 
commercial uses, determined by the planning commission to be consistent with the use of the 
property as an agricultural buffer. No new residential use shall be permitted within the buffer area 
unless it is determined there would be no other economically viable use of the property. 
Restoration of a damaged residence within the buffer area may be pursued in accordance with 
Section 16.48.110. 
 
5. The one hundred (100) foot agricultural buffer shall be established by the developer pursuant 
to a plan approved by the community development director and the parks, recreation and 
facilities director. The plan shall include provisions for the use of integrated weed and pest 
management techniques and soil erosion control. An agreement in the form approved by the city 
attorney shall be recorded, which shall include the requirements of this section. 
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Appendix C 

City of Davis, CA 

Agriculture, Soils and Minerals Element of the General Plan 

Section 40A of the Municipal Code – Right to Farm and Farmland Protection Provisions 
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Chapter 15.  Agriculture, Soils and Minerals 
 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
Agricultural Resources 
 
Much of the area surrounding Davis is used for agriculture, and agriculture is the 
most significant industry in the region.  The Davis area has a temperate climate with 
sunny skies, cooling summer winds, and light rainfall during moderate winters, which 
is ideal for agriculture.  There is adequate rainfall for crop growth during seven 
months of the year; irrigation is required for continued growth during the rest of the 
year.  Approximately 275 days of the year have a minimum temperature of 32 
degrees, which constitutes the growing season.   
 
Figure 33 shows the agricultural soil classifications in the Davis Planning Area.  
"Prime agricultural land" in the Planning Area has been classified in three separate 
classification systems: the U.S. Natural Resources Conservation Service Land 
Capability Class System of I through VII; the State Department of Conservation’s 
Important Farmland Inventory System; and the Cortese-Knox Local Governmental 
Reorganization Act of 1985 Criteria.  The Natural Resources Conservation Service's 
system has seven classes of soils (ranging from a high of I to a low of VII) and 
Classes I and II are considered to be of prime agricultural significance.  Most of the 
City of Davis is built on prime agricultural soils, Classes I and II soils.  Class III and 
IV soils are found in the northern and eastern portions of the planning area, with a 
small area to the east. 
 
Figure 34 shows the agricultural land surrounding Davis under Williamson Act 
contracts.  Pursuant to the California Land Conservation Act of 1965 (Williamson 
Act), a landowner of prime agricultural land may receive a property tax advantage in 
exchange for entering into a contract to maintain the land in agricultural use for at 
least ten years.  If the landowner notifies the County that he/she wishes to terminate 
the contract, it normally takes ten years for the development restriction to expire.  
The importance of Williamson Act contracts changed with Proposition 13 property 
tax laws, but the contracts remain an important tool for preserving farm land. 
 
The provisions of AB 1190 (Chapter 97, Statutes of 1992) amending various 
provisions of the Civic Code of the State of California, provide that certain existing 
agricultural processing facilities do not constitute a nuisance as long as they continue 
to operate in a similar manner to that in which they have historically operated.  AB 
1190 provides for the protection of a wide range of existing agricultural operations 
including, but not limited to, food processing, crop cultivation and the raising of 
livestock.  The Hunt-Wesson Cannery and the Simmons property in East Davis fall 
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under the protection of this legislation.  Similarly, existing agricultural operations 
adjacent to the Davis city limits in unincorporated Yolo County would be protected 
from nuisance complaints under AB 1190. 
 
The city has found that agricultural processing facilities (including the Hunt-Wesson 
facility) located within the city meet the criteria of AB 1190 .  The city has also found 
that the provisions set forth in the noise ordinance related to AB 1190 are necessary 
to make the provisions of AB 1190 conform with the city’s requirements to set noise 
standards for various activities. 
 
Mineral Resources 
 
The most important mineral resources in the region are sand and gravel, which are 
mined on Cache Creek and other channels in Yolo County.  A survey of aggregate 
resources by the State Division of Mines and Geology showed no significant 
aggregate resources in the planning area.  The only mineral resource known to exist 
in the Planning Area is natural gas, but resource areas have not been identified.    
 
 
AGRICULTURE  
 
GOAL AG 1. Maintain agriculture as an important industry around Davis. 

 
Policy AG 1.1  Protect  agricultural land from urban development except 

where the general plan land use map has designated the land for 
urban uses. 

 
Standards 
 
a. New residential subdivisions and other urban development are 

discouraged in areas of Class 1 and 2 soils except where the General 
Plan land use map has designated the land for urban uses. 

 
Actions 
 
b. Encourage participation in the Williamson Act and/or other 

farmland preservation programs.   
 
c. Establish a 150-foot minimum agricultural buffer around the City.  

Require dedication from developers of lands to make up the buffer 
concurrently with any peripheral development.   

 
d. Continue to work with the counties, other cities and the general 

public to minimize conflicts with land uses such as agriculture and 
wildlife habitat when developing agricultural buffers.   
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e. Implement the provisions of AB 1190 to provide that certain 
existing agricultural activities, operations, or facilities, or 
appurtenances thereof do not constitute a nuisance as long as they 
continue to operate in a similar manner to that in which they have 
historically operated.   

 
f. Define land development guidelines for new projects proposed 

adjacent to existing agricultural activities, operations, or facilities.  
Such guidelines may include, but are not limited to, specific 
mitigation measures such as sound walls, landscaping, beams, and 
construction standards.   

 
g. Continue to require disclosure agreements for new developments 

within 1,000 feet of agricultural land. 
 
h. Urge Yolo County and Solano County to preserve agricultural land 

within the Davis Planning Area beyond that proposed for 
development.   

 
i. Continue to implement the provisions of the Farmland Preservation 

Ordinance requiring buffering, notification and conflict resolution in 
the Planning Area.  Maintain a strong right-to-farm policy. 

 
j. In order to create an effective permanent agricultural and open 

space buffer on the perimeter of the City, immediately upon 
completion of the General Plan Update, pursue amendments of the 
Farmland Preservation ordinance to assure as a baseline standard 
that new peripheral development projects provide a minimum of 2:1 
mitigation along the entire non-urbanized perimeter of the project.  
The proposed amendments shall allow for the alternate location of 
mitigations for such projects including but not limited to 
circumstances where the project is adjacent to land already protected 
by conservation easements or by some other form of public 
ownership that guarantees adjacent lands will not be developed. 

 
Policy AG 1.2  Promote and enhance local agriculture.   
 
Standards 
 
a. Developers shall be required to reduce the impacts caused by their 

developments on adjacent agricultural lands in accordance with the 
city’s right to farm and farmland preservation program.   
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Actions 
 
b. Continue to implement the farmland preservation ordinance to 

mitigate for the loss of agricultural land.   
 
c. Use signage, access restrictions, fines, education and other available 

means to minimize trespassing into agricultural areas.   
 
d. Maintain existing community gardens, and develop more where 

costs to the City are low.   
 
e. Encourage residents to purchase produce from local farmers and 

community supported agriculture. 
 
f. Support the establishment of projects to teach urban residents about 

the agricultural industry and to provide a forum for dialogue 
between urban residents and farmers.   

 
 
GOAL AG 2. Encourage sustainable and organic forms of agriculture. 
 

Policy AG 2.1  Foster the growth of environmentally friendly  agricultural 
business and industry in Davis.   

 
Actions 
 
a. Maintain all City-owned community gardens as "organic" as defined 

by California law.   
 
b. Develop a sustainable gardening ordinance to encourage users of 

city-owned community gardens to garden sustain ably. 
 
c. With landowners, neighbors, the school district, and others, establish 

a "School Farm or Landscape Program" wherein schools establish 
and maintain an organic crop farm or landscape on nearby barren or 
idle sites within the City.   

 
d. New apartment complexes should provide a gardening space for use 

by tenants. 
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SOILS 
 

GOAL AG 3.  Conserve soil resources within the planning area.   
 

Policy AG 3.1  Develop programs to help to conserve soil resources.   
 
Standards 
 
a. Tree rows or other windbreaks shall be required in buffers on the 

edges of urban development and in other areas as appropriate to 
reduce soil erosion.    

 
b. Drainage facilities shall be designed to control runoff and minimize 

erosion. 
 

Actions 
 
c. Regulate activities that cause soil compaction and stratification.    
 
d. Include information on soil erosion in the public water conservation 

program and school education program.   
 
e. Coordinate with Yolo and Solano counties, the Resource 

Conservation District, and the Natural Resources Conservation 
Service in implementing programs to reduce soil erosion by wind 
and water and prevent soil contamination.   

 
f. Work with area farmers and farming organizations to coordinate 

farming practices conducive to soil conservation.  Provide assistance 
when appropriate. 

 
MINERAL RESOURCES 
 
GOAL AG 4. Maintain Davis' visual character and natural topography by 
minimizing mineral resource exploitation. 

 
Policy AG 4.1  Discourage the extraction of mineral resources in the 

planning area.   
 
Actions 
 
a. Coordinate with County government in regulating mineral-resource-

production operations, including sand-and-gravel mining, and oil 
and gas wells.  
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40A.01.0 RIGHT TO FARM

40A.01.0 RIGHT TO FARM

40A.01.010 Purpose. (2)

(a)It is a goal of the city general plan to work cooperatively with the counties of Yolo and Solano to
preserve agricultural land in the Davis planning area which is not otherwise identified in the general
plan as necessary for development. It is the policy of the city to preserve and encourage agricultural
land use and operations within the city and Yolo and Solano counties, and to reduce the occurrence of
conflicts between agricultural and nonagricultural land uses and to protect the public health. One
purpose of this law is to reduce the loss of agricultural resources by limiting the circumstances under
which agricultural operations may be deemed a nuisance.

(b)It is also the policy of the city to provide purchasers and tenants of nonagricultural land close to
agricultural land or operations with notice about the city's support of the preservation of agricultural
lands and operations. An additional purpose of the notification requirement is to promote a good
neighbor policy by informing prospective purchasers and tenants of nonagricultural land of the effects
associated with living close to agricultural land and operations.

(c)It is further the policy of the city to require all new developments adjacent to agricultural land or
operations to provide a buffer to reduce the potential conflicts between agricultural and nonagricultural
land uses.

(d)Implementation of these policies can be strengthened by establishing a dispute resolution procedure
designed to amicably resolve any complaints about agricultural operations that is less formal and
expensive than court proceedings. (Ord. No. 1823, § 1 (part).)

40A.01.020 Definitions. (3)

For the purpose of this chapter, the following terms shall have the following meanings:

(a)Agricultural land. Those land areas of Yolo County specifically zoned as Agricultural Preserve
(A-P), Agricultural Exclusive (A-E), and Agricultural General (A-l), as those zones are defined in the
Yolo County zoning ordinances, those land areas of Solano County specifically zoned Exclusive
Agricultural (A-40), as those zones are defined in the Solano County zoning ordinances, and those
land areas of the city of Davis specifically zoned as Agricultural (A), Planned Development or any
other zoned land as defined by the Davis Municipal Code where the land use on the land within the
city limits is agricultural.

(b)Agricultural operations. Any agricultural activity, operation, or facility including, but not limited
to, the cultivation and tillage of the soil, dairying, the production, irrigation, frost protection,
cultivation, growing, harvesting, and processing of any commercial agricultural commodity, including
timber, viticulture, apiculture or horticulture, the raising of livestock, fur-bearing animals, fish or
poultry, agricultural spoils areas, and any practices performed by a farmer or on a farm as incidental to
or in conjunction with such operations, including the legal application of pesticides and fertilizers, use
of farm equipment, storage or preparation for market, delivery to storage or to market, or to carriers for
transportation to market.

(c)Agricultural processing facilities or operations. Agricultural processing activity, operation,
facility, or appurtenances thereof includes, but is not limited to, the canning or freezing of agricultural
products, the processing of dairy products, the production and bottling of beer and wine, the processing
of meat and egg products, the drying of fruits and grains, the packing and cooling of fruits and
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vegetables, and the storage or warehousing of any agricultural products, and includes processing for
wholesale or retail markets of agricultural products.

(d)Property. Any real property located within the city limits.

(e)Transfer. The sale, lease, trade, exchange, rental agreement or gift.

(f)Transferee. Any buyer or tenant of property.

(g)Transferor. The owner and/or transferor of title of real property or seller's authorized selling agent
as defined in Business and Profession Code section 10130 et. seq., or Health and Safety Code section
18006, or a landlord leasing real property to a tenant. (Ord. No. 1823, § 1 (part).)

40A.01.030 Deed restriction. (4)

As a condition of approval of a discretionary development permit, including but not limited to tentative
subdivision and parcel maps, use permits, and rezoning, prezoning, and planned developments, relating
to property located within one thousand feet of agricultural land, agricultural operations or agricultural
processing facilities or operations, every transferor of such property shall insert the deed restriction
recited below in the deed transferring any right, title or interest in the property to the transferee.

RIGHT TO FARM DEED RESTRICTION

The City of Davis, Yolo and Solano Counties permit operation of properly conducted agricultural
operations within the City and the Counties.

You are hereby notified that the property you are purchasing is located within 1000 feet of agricultural
land, agricultural operations or agricultural processing facilities or operations. You may be subject to
inconvenience or discomfort from lawful agricultural or agricultural processing facilities operations.
Discomfort and inconvenience may include, but are not limited to, noise, odors, fumes, dust, smoke,
burning, vibrations, insects, rodents and/or the operation of machinery (including aircraft) during any
24 hour period.

One or more of the inconveniences described may occur as a result of agricultural operations which are
in compliance with existing laws and regulations and accepted customs and standards. If you live near
an agricultural area, you should be prepared to accept such inconveniences or discomfort as a normal
and necessary aspect of living in an area with a strong rural character and an active agricultural sector.

Lawful ground rig or aerial application of pesticides, herbicides and fertilizers occur in farming
operations. Should you be concerned about spraying, you may contact either the Yolo or Solano
County Agricultural Commissioners.

The City of Davis' Right to Farm Ordinance does not exempt farmers, agricultural processors or others
from compliance with law. Should a farmer, agricultural processor or other person not comply with
appropriate state, federal or local laws, legal recourse is possible by, among other ways, contacting the
appropriate agency.

In addition, the City of Davis has established a grievance procedure to assist in the resolution of
disputes which arise between the residents of the City regarding agricultural operations.
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This Right To Farm Deed Restriction shall be included in all subsequent deeds and leases for this
property until such time as the property is not located within 1000 feet of agricultural land or
agricultural operations as defined by Davis City Code Section 40A.01.020.

(Ord. No. 1823, § 1 (part).)

40A.01.040 Notification to transferees. (5)

(a)Every transferor of property subject to the notice recorded pursuant to section 40A.01.030 shall
provide to any transferee in writing the notice of right to farm recited below. The notice of right to farm
shall be contained in each offer for sale, counter offer for sale, agreement of sale, lease, lease with an
option to purchase, deposit receipt, exchange agreement, rental agreement, or any other form of
agreement or contract for the transfer of property; provided that the notice need be given only once in
any transaction. The transferor shall acknowledge delivery of the notice and the transferee shall
acknowledge receipt of the notice.

(b)The form of notice of right to farm is as follows:

NOTICE OF RIGHT TO FARM

The City of Davis, Yolo and Solano Counties permit operation of properly conducted agricultural
operations within the City and the Counties.

You are hereby notified that the property you are purchasing/leasing/ renting is located within 1000
feet of agricultural land, agricultural operations or agricultural processing facilities or operations. You
may be subject to inconvenience or discomfort from lawful agricultural or agricultural processing
facilities operations. Discomfort and inconvenience may include, but are not limited to, noise, odors,
fumes, dust, smoke, burning, vibrations, insects, rodents and/or the operation of machinery (including
aircraft) during any 24 hour period.

One or more of the inconveniences described may occur as a result of agricultural operations which are
in compliance with existing laws and regulations and accepted customs and standards. If you live near
an agricultural area, you should be prepared to accept such inconveniences or discomfort as a normal
and necessary aspect of living in an area with a strong rural character and an active agricultural sector.

Lawful ground rig or aerial application of pesticides, herbicides and fertilizers occur in farming
operations. Should you be concerned about spraying, you may contact either the Yolo or Solano
County Agricultural Commissioners.

The City of Davis' Right to Farm Ordinance does not exempt farmers, agricultural processors or others
from compliance with law. Should a farmer, agricultural processor or other person not comply with
appropriate state, federal or local laws, legal recourse is possible by, among other ways, contacting the
appropriate agency.

In addition, the City of Davis has established a grievance procedure to assist in the resolution of
disputes which arise between the residents of the City regarding agricultural operations.

This notification is given in compliance with Davis City Code section 40A.01.040. By initialling
below, you are acknowledging receipt of this notification.
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Transferor's InitialsTransferee's Initials 

(c)The failure to include the foregoing notice shall not invalidate any grant, conveyance, lease or
encumbrance.

(d)The notice required by this section 40A.01.040 shall be included in every agreement for transfer
entered into after the effective date of this chapter, including property subject to the deed restriction
cited in section 40A.01.030. (Ord. No. 1823, § 1 (part).)

40A.01.050 Agricultural buffer requirement. (6)

(a) In addition to the right to farm deed restriction and notice requirement, the city has determined that
the use of property for agricultural operations is a high priority. To minimize future potential conflicts
between agricultural and nonagricultural land uses and to protect the public health, all new
developments adjacent to designated agricultural, agricultural reserve, agricultural open space,
greenbelt/agricultural buffer, Davis greenbelt or environmentally sensitive habitat areas according to
the land use and open space element maps shall be required to provide an agricultural
buffer/agricultural transition area. In addition, development limits or restricts opportunities to view
farmlands. Public access to a portion of the agricultural buffer will permit public views of farmland.
Use of nonpolluting transportation methods (i.e., bikes), and use of the land to fulfill multiple policies
including, but not limited to, agricultural mitigation and alternative transportation measures meets the
policy objectives of the Davis general plan. The agricultural buffer/agricultural transition area shall be
a minimum of one hundred fifty feet measured from the edge of the agricultural, greenbelt, or habitat
area. Optimally, to achieve a maximum separation and to comply with the five hundred foot aerial
spray setback established by the counties of Yolo and Solano, a buffer wider than one hundred fifty
feet is encouraged.

(b) The minimum one hundred fifty foot agricultural buffer/agricultural transition area shall be
comprised of two components: a fifty foot wide agricultural transition area located contiguous to a one
hundred foot wide agricultural buffer located contiguous to the agricultural, greenbelt, or habitat area.
The one hundred fifty foot agricultural buffer/transition area shall not qualify as farmland mitigation
pursuant to article III of this chapter.

(c) The following uses shall be permitted in the one hundred foot agricultural buffer: native plants, tree
or hedge rows, drainage channels, storm retention ponds, natural areas such as creeks or drainage
swales, railroad tracks or other utility corridors and any other use, including agricultural uses,
determined by the planning commission to be consistent with the use of the property as an agricultural
buffer. There shall be no public access to the one hundred foot agricultural buffer unless otherwise
permitted due to the nature of the area (e.g., railroad tracks). The one hundred foot agricultural buffer
shall be developed by the developer pursuant to a plan approved by the parks and community services
director or his/her designee. The plan shall include provision for the establishment, management and
maintenance of the area. The plan shall incorporate adaptive management concepts and include the use
of integrated pest management techniques. The property shall be dedicated to the city in fee title, or, at
the discretion of the city, an easement in favor of the city shall be recorded against the property, which
shall include the requirements of this article. 

(d) The following uses shall be permitted in the fifty foot agricultural transition area: bike paths,
community gardens, organic agriculture, native plants, tree and hedge rows, benches, lights, trash
enclosures, fencing, and any other use determined by the planning commission to be of the same
general character as the foregoing enumerated uses. There shall be public access to the fifty foot
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agricultural transition area. The fifty foot agricultural transition area shall be developed by the
developer pursuant to a plan approved by the parks and community services director or his/her
designee. Once the area is improved, approved, and accepted by the parks and community services
department, the land shall be dedicated to the city. 

(e) The city reserves its right to form a special benefit assessment district, or other applicable district as
is permitted under state law, and to maintain the agricultural buffer and transition area once the land is
improved, dedicated, and annexed. 

(Ord. No. 1823, § 1 (part); Ord. No. 2300, § 2, Amended 11/27/2007)
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Appendix D 

City of Napa, CA 

Land Use Element of the General Plan – Goals, Policies and Implementation Programs for 
Agricultural Buffers 

Development Code Chapter 17.52.040 – Agricultural Buffers 
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 Chapter 1, Land Use 
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GOALS, POLICIES AND 
IMPLEMENTATION MEASURES  
 
The overall focus of this section is on setting standards and 
policies for future development and redevelopment in 
Napa, focusing on growth that is consistent with the city’s 
small-town qualities and neighborhood character, and 
providing for continued open space. 
 
This section is organized under the following major 
headings; 
 
ν 
ν 
ν 
ν 
ν 

ν 
ν 
ν 

Community Character and Identity 
Rural Urban Limit 
Growth Management 
Residential Neighborhoods 
Economic Development/Nonresidential Development 
• Commercial 
• Downtown 
• Industrial 
• Mixed Use 

Napa River 
Urban Form and Open Space 
Economic Development Strategies 

 
 

COMMUNITY CHARACTER AND 
IDENTITY 
 
While Napa by most measures is a medium-sized city, 
residents typically think of Napa as a small town.  The 
city’s small-town character and qualities are important to 
its identity.  Key elements of Napa’s small-town qualities 
are its stable and friendly neighborhoods, the mix of 
housing types and sizes, local schools, and a traditional 
central Downtown.   Napa has a significant resource in its 
historic buildings and cultural assets.  The surrounding 
open space is visible from almost everywhere in the city, 
and separates the community from other areas.   
 
Goals, policies, and implementation programs throughout 
the General Plan focus on preserving and enhancing 
Napa’s special community identity by managing future 
growth, maintaining the qualities of its neighborhoods, 
providing for maintenance of surrounding open space.  
This section also recognizes and urges particular actions to 
protect the city’s gateways and its historic resources which 
contribute to its identity.  (Also see Appendix F, Open Space 
Action Program) 
 
 
 
  

To maintain and enhance Napa’s small-

GOAL 
LU-1 

town qualities and unique community 
identity. 

 
POLICIES 
 
LU-1.1  The City shall maintain the Rural Urban Limit 

(RUL) and Greenbelt designation to define the 
extent of urban development through the year 
2020 and to provide for the maintenance of 
the city’s surrounding open space/agriculture 
to separate Napa from other communities. 

 
LU-1.2  The City shall strive to preserve and enhance 

the integrity of existing neighborhoods and to 
develop new neighborhoods with similar  
qualities as the existing neighborhoods. 

 
LU-1.3  The City shall recognize downtown as an 

important asset of the city and seek to 
strengthen and revitalize it. 

 
LU-1.4  The City shall recognize the importance of 

historic properties, districts, and aesthetic 
resources as contributors to the city’s identity. 
 See also Chapter 6, Historic Resources and 
Chapter 7, Natural Resources. 

 
LU-1.5  The City shall refine the locations and concept 

of the key gateways to the city identified in 
Figure 1-3, and shall establish gateway and 
scenic corridor design guidelines for both 
public and private development to ensure 
attractive entrances to the city.   Greenways, 
open space, riparian corridors, wetland areas 
and agricultural land shall be considered as 
important components when they exist in 
gateway locations. 

 
LU-1.6  The City shall designate SR 29, SR 121, and SR 

221 as scenic corridors.  The City shall 
endeavor to improve the scenic character of 
these roads through undergrounding of 
utilities, increased landscaping, street tree 
planting, and other improvements.   

 
LU-1.7  The City shall enhance the Napa River as a 

natural corridor and recreational spine 
connecting neighborhoods, employment 
areas, and other destinations.  (See Chapter 5,  
Parks and Recreation). 
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LU-1.8  The City shall strive to preserve its urban 
forest by maintaining its street tree program 
and encouraging the preservation of trees on 
private property. 

 
LU-1.9  The City shall support cooperative planning 

with other Napa County jurisdictions to 
achieve common interests.  

 
LU-1.10  The City shall work with the County to 

identify revenue-sharing opportunities. 
 
 
IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAMS 
 
LU-1.A The City shall initiate further study to: 1) 

define gateway locations, with consideration 
to the importance of all entrances to the city; 
and, 2) prepare and adopt gateway design 
guidelines for private and public 
development at the key gateway and scenic 
locations. 

 
Responsibility: Planning Department; 

Redevelopment and 
Economic Development 
Coordinator; 
City Council 

Time Frame:  FY 03-05 
 
LU-1.B The City shall revise the Zoning Ordinance to 

include a Scenic Corridor Overlay Zone to 
apply to the scenic corridors identified in 
Policy LU-1.5. 

 
Responsibility: Planning Department; 

Planning Commission; 
City Council 

Time Frame:  FY 05-07 
 
LU-1.C The City shall identify other major streets in 

the City which are important to the city's 
character, history, and identity (e.g., Soscol 
Avenue) and establish corridor streetscape 
design guidelines that will address adjacent 
land uses, signage, landscaping, street tree 
planting, and placement of public parking 
along these designated corridors. 

 
Responsibility: Planning Department; 

Cultural Heritage 
Commission; 
City Council 

Time Frame:  FY 05-07 
 
 

RURAL URBAN LIMIT 
 
Napa has a long history as a self-contained city with its 
own industry, a diverse population, and a full range of 
services.  In the 1970s, the residents of Napa felt that the 
character of their community was threatened by 
unrestrained development.  Fueled by a burgeoning 
regional economy, communities throughout the Bay Area 
were sprawling onto irreplaceable agricultural land as 
pressures for development spread from the larger core 
cities.  Previously distinct cities were blending together 
into undistinguishable suburbs.  
 
Napa was perhaps the first city in the region to act to 
protect its agricultural, small-town heritage.  In 1973 the 
voters established the basis for what became the Rural 
Urban Limit line (RUL), an urban growth boundary 
identifying a limited area subject to urban development.  
The RUL has remained in place, virtually unchanged, for 
the past 20 years.  County initiatives and policy have 
cooperated in preserving the integrity of the RUL.  
 
This plan retains the RUL virtually unchanged for the next 
25 years.  A critical element to making the RUL successful 
is continuing cooperation with the County and neighboring 
cities in protecting surrounding open space lands, which is 
promoted by various policies throughout this plan. 
Maintenance of the Greenbelt designation on lands outside 
the RUL furthers the General Plan objectives for protecting 
open space lands. 
 
 
 
GOAL 
LU-2 

 
To maintain the Rural Urban Limit 
(RUL) to contain urban development 
and support Napa County’s agricultural 
and other resource uses. 

 
POLICIES 
 
LU-2.1  The Rural Urban Limit (RUL) shall define the 

extent of urban development through the year 
2020.  

 
LU-2.2  The City shall continue to cooperate with the 

County to ensure that land proposed for 
development within the RUL is annexed to 
the city, and land outside of the RUL is 
conserved primarily for agriculture and other 
resource and open space uses. 

 
See Chapter 10, Administration, for criteria for considering any 
General Plan amendments that would modify the RUL. 
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GROWTH MANAGEMENT  
 
As a result of Napa's RUL and other strategies, growth in 
Napa has been relatively slow by the standards of other 
communities on the fringe of the Bay Area.  Rather than the 
4 to 5 percent annual growth rates experienced by such 
communities as Fairfield or Vacaville, the city of Napa's 
housing stock grew at an annual average rate of 1.3 percent 
between 1980 and 1990, a rate comparable to the average 
for the Bay Area as a whole.  
 
The RUL generally contains the incorporated lands of the 
city of Napa and "county pockets" where residents have 
declined to become incorporated into the city, even though 
these areas are surrounded by land under City jurisdiction. 
  
Outside the city limits but still within the RUL is 
undeveloped land ultimately planned for development, 
such as the Big Ranch area, along with areas of 
unincorporated development.  
 
To preserve its diversity and its economic vitality while 
limiting the city's outward expansion, the plan establishes 
a growth monitoring and management program.  
 
 
 
GOAL 
LU-3 

 
To maintain an even rate of 
development within the RUL over the 
time frame of the General Plan. 

 
POLICIES 
 
LU-3.1  The City shall prezone unincorporated land 

within the RUL to ensure the orderly 
transition of land uses within the city's 
urbanizable area. 

 
LU-3.2  To minimize urban/rural conflicts (e.g., 

pesticides, odors, noise, vandalism, feral pets), 
the City shall ensure a buffer is provided 
(agricultural setback) between residential uses 
on the periphery of the RUL and productive 
agricultural land outside the RUL. 

 
LU-3.3 (deleted 12/4/01; R2001 274) 
 
 
LU-3.3  The City shall endeavor to maintain an even 

rate of development within the RUL over the 
plan period. 

 
LU-3.4  The City shall provide for the efficient 

development and redevelopment of land  
 

   within the RUL in order to allow job and 
housing growth through the end of the 
planning period. 

 
LU-3.5  The City shall program land uses so as to 

maximize the use of available public facilities 
and minimize the need for new facilities. 

 
LU-3.6  The City shall maintain adequate supply of 

land designated for residential uses to 
accommodate the plan’s projected population 
growth.  To this end, the City shall monitor 
the ability of the plan to achieve this growth 
through such means as monitoring of plan 
changes from residential to nonresidential 
designations, preparation and review of 
annual growth management reports, and 
other measures as appropriate, and shall 
undertake responsive actions as necessary. 

 
LU-3.7  The City shall monitor county employment 

and housing development trends to evaluate 
their impacts on the city’s jobs/housing 
balance. 

 
LU-3.8  The City shall coordinate growth and 

development with surrounding jurisdictions, 
the Local Agency Formation Commission 
(LAFCO), Congestion Management Agency, 
Napa County Flood Control District, and 
other agencies as appropriate to maintain 
open space between communities and 
promote common goals. 

 
LU-3.9  The City shall encourage the use of special 

committees, joint boards, and other efforts to 
coordinate the management of growth and 
development, especially in relation to 
jobs/housing balance, transportation, and 
flood control issues. 

 
IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAMS 
 
LU-3.A The City shall work with LAFCO to complete 

a sphere study and establish a revised sphere 
of influence consistent with the city's RUL, 
LAFCO laws, and applicable criteria. 

 
Responsibility: City Council; 

Planning Department 
Time Frame:  FY 99-03 

 
LU-3.B The City shall institute a development 

monitoring program that will include annual 
growth monitoring reports to the City  
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  Council covering the rate, type and amount 

of residential, commercial, and industrial 
activity, comparing the rate to the previous 
one- and five-year periods.   

 
Responsibility: City Council; 

Planning Department 
Time Frame:  Annually 

 
LU-3.C The City shall prepare projections of future 

absorption rates and employment 
development to guide future City Council 
policy. 

 
Responsibility: City Council; 

Redevelopment and 
Economic Development 
Coordinator 

Time Frame:  Annually 
 
LU-3.D  The City shall review and strengthen its 

agricultural buffer standards (landscape 
buffer widths, plant materials within the 
landscape buffer and setback distances) to 
address new concerns such as Pierce’s disease 
and to assure it continues to meet its purpose 
of minimizing conflicts between agricultural 
and urban residential uses.  (amend 12/4/02; 
R2001 274) 

 
Responsibility: City Council; 

Planning Department 
Time Frame:  FY 2001-2002 

 

RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOODS  
 
Napa includes residents from all walks of life and a diverse 
housing stock to meet their needs.  According to California 
Department of Finance estimates, of the city's 26,577 homes 
(1995), 62 percent were single-family detached homes, 25 
percent were multiple family units, 7 percent attached 
single-family homes and another 5 percent mobile homes.  
The city's housing stock ranges from the merchant 
mansions built in the late 1800s in the "Old Town" area 
near downtown, to the working class cottages of the early 
1900s, to the traditional ranch style subdivisions of the 
1950s and 60s, to the large custom homes of the 1990s.  
Multi-family housing is found in different areas of the city, 
with most concentrated along major streets such as Soscol 
and Freeway Drive.  Mobile home parks are also found 
throughout the city as are a variety of residential care 
facilities for the elderly.   
 
Perhaps the strongest sentiment to arise from the extensive 
public outreach program conducted during the General 
Plan update process was the community’s desire to 

conserve the character of existing neighborhoods.  
Accompanying the desire to conserve neighborhood 
character was the desire to ensure that the diversity of 
housing types and people that characterizes Napa today 
would be retained into the future.  
 
The approach to neighborhood conservation used in this 
General Plan focuses on first identifying the special 
physical characteristics that define a neighborhood, and 
then applying strategies which conserve those qualities. 
 
The plan strongly encourages new infill development to be 
patterned after existing nearby development; consistency 
with the design characteristics of the adjacent 
neighborhood is especially important.   
 
Each city neighborhood is classified as one of seven 
neighborhood "types."  Many factors were considered in 
defining those types: the age and type of homes, the 
relationship of homes to the street, and the diversity or 
homogeneity of housing styles.  Some areas are highly 
diverse; other areas are homogenous where highly 
divergent styles would disrupt that neighborhood pattern. 
 These seven typologies are summarized in Table 1-3 and 
explained more thoroughly in Appendix B. 
 
Neighborhoods are further subdivided into “pods”, 
smaller geographic units that are described in the Land Use 
Diagram with specific density standards.  By requiring that 
new development conform to a few defining neighborhood 
characteristics and requiring that the density of new 
development be within specified ranges similar to existing 
development, the land use plan ensures that future infill 
development is consistent with the character of the 
surrounding neighborhood, while allowing enough 
flexibility to ensure that each new home need not look 
exactly like its neighbors.  
 
Major new undeveloped areas (i.e., Big Ranch) include 
designations based on specific plans that have been 
adopted during the General Plan update process. 
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Table 1-3 

 
NEIGHBORHOOD TYPOLOGIES 

 
TYPE A 
Post War Tract Subdivisions 

 
Characterized by uniformity in platting patterns, street designs, building types, and 
relationship of home to lot (i.e., uniform setbacks). 

 
TYPE B 
Estate Residential 

 
Characterized by platting patterns with large, regularly shaped lots and custom 
homes that vary in lot placement and structural and landscape design.  The pattern 
of these areas was generally established through subdivision of large tracts of vacant 
land.  Irregular lot configurations and curvilinear street systems are a result of 
topography and other natural constraints. 

 
TYPE C 
Period Tract Subdivisions 

 
Characterized by homogeneous platting patterns of lots up to one-half acre along 
gridiron or curvilinear streets.  Include some diversity of building types and 
maintenance levels since structures were developed over time. 

 
TYPE D 
Ranchettes 

 
Land divided over time through multiple land partition actions.  Include a large 
number of irregularly shaped and/or sized lots, typically from one to five acres in 
size.  Diversity in physical neighborhood character factors (e.g., varying architectural 
style and period).  Often lack public improvements such as streetscaping and 
sidewalks. 

 
TYPE E 
Deep Lot Subdivisions 

 
Characterized by large, regularly-shaped lots that are most often developed with 
post-1950 homes.  Lot width to depth ratios typically exceed 1:3.  Development 
patterns generally include regular individual lot setbacks and house sizes.  Street 
patterns are usually gridiron and are often narrow. 

 
TYPE F 
Traditional Neighborhoods 

 
Characterized by small lots laid out in a predominantly gridiron pattern; radial 
streets and alley may also be included in the street grid.  These areas were typically 
platted before the 1930s, with “period” architecture.  Uses include a mix of housing 
types. 

 
TYPE G 
Attached Unit Residential 

 
Dominated by residential uses other than single-family detached homes; primarily 
attached unit residential structures that vary in scale from concentrations of duplexes 
and triplexes through areas dominated by apartment and condominium/townhome 
development.  Irregular platting patterns and lot sizes, often with extensive public 
and private improvements. 
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Chapter 17.52 

SITE AND USE REGULATIONS 
 

Sections: 

17.52.010  Specific Purposes and Applicability. 
17.52.020 Accessory Structures including Second Units (Residential 

Districts). 
17.52.030  Adult-Oriented Businesses. 
17.52.040 Agricultural Buffers. 
17.52.050  Agricultural Cultivation and Animal Keeping. 
17.52.060 Bed and Breakfast Inns. 
17.52.070 Cocktail Lounges, Bars and Commercial Recreation. 
17.52.080 Condominium Conversion Use Permits. 
17.52.090 Condominium Standards. 
17.52.095 Condo-Hotels. 
17.52.100  Conversion of Residential to Non Residential Uses. 
17.52.110 Creeks and Watercourses. 
17.52.120 Density and FAR Calculations. 
17.52.130 Density Bonuses. 
17.52.140 Density Flexibility.  
17.52.150 Development Agreements. 
17.52.160 Drive-Through Facilities/Uses. 
17.52.170  Fences, Walls and Hedges. 
17.52.180  Fire Hazard Areas. 
17.52.190  Flag Lots. 
17.52.200  Grading while Application Processed. 
17.52.210  Height Bonus. 
17.52.220  Height Limit Exclusions. 
17.52.230  Historic Preservation. 
17.52.240 Home Occupations. 
17.52.250 House Moving. 
17.52.260  Lot Access Requirement. 
17.52.270  Lot Consolidation when Development Occurs. 
17.52.280  Mixed Use Development Objectives. 
17.52.290 Mobile Home Park Conversions. 
17.52.300 Napa River/Napa Creek Flood Protection Project. 
17.52.310  Noise Standards.  
17.52.320  Nonconforming Uses and Structures. 
17.52.330  Outdoor Display or Sale of Merchandise, Accessory. 
17.52.340  Outdoor Dining. 
17.52.350  Outdoor Storage Screening. 
17.52.360  Pedestrian Friendly Street and Setback Standards. 
17.52.370  Projections over Easements, Sidewalks. 
17.52.380  Recycling Facility, Small. 
17.52.390  Recycling/Solid Waste Areas. 
17.52.400  Religious Institutions. 
17.52.410  Satellite Dishes, Accessory. 
17.52.420  Seismic/Landslide Hazard Areas. 
17.52.430  Setback and Yard Determinations in Unusual Cases. 
17.52.440  Setback and Yard Projections. 
17.52.450  Setback Area Storage Limits. 
17.52.460  Single Room Occupancies (SRO’s). 
17.52.470  Small Lot Development. 
17.52.480  Telecommunication facilities. 
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17.52.490 Temporary Uses and Structures. 
17.52.500  Time Shares. 
17.52.510  Tree Protection. 
17.52.515  Vacation Rental – Interim Permits. 
17.52.520  Water Efficient Landscaping. 
17.52.530  Wetlands/marshes. 
17.52.540  Wineries. 
 
17.52.010  Specific Purposes and Applicability. 
 Site and use regulations are applicable to sites in all or several districts.  They are 
intended to ensure that new uses and development will contribute to and be 
harmonious with existing development and consistent with the policies of the General 
Plan.  These regulations shall be applied as specified in this Title. 
(O2003 12) 
 
17.52.020  Accessory Structures and Uses, including Second Units 

(Residential Districts). 
 A.  Detached structures not used as dwellings or living quarters shall comply with 
the following standards: 
 

Standards- Detached Accessory Structures not used as Dwellings or Living Quarters  
 1.   Coverage:      Up to 50% of a required yard. 
 2.   Height:      15 feet or 1.5 stories, whichever is more restrictive.  

The Community Development Director may grant an 
exception for an increase in height up to 18 feet. 
See 17.56 (Exceptions).  Added height up to the 
limit for principal buildings may be granted with a 
Use Permit. 

 3.   Front Setback:    Not permitted, except fences or signs meeting fence 
or sign standards.  For parking in setbacks, see 
17.54. 

 4.   Side Setback:    Not permitted, except fences or signs meeting fence 
or sign standards, unless a fence “side on” 
treatment has been approved, in which case an 
accessory structure may be approved on the interior 
side of the fence up to 2 feet higher than the height 
of the fence.  See 17.52.170 (Fences).   

 5. Side/Rear Yards:   3 feet (except fences) unless a reduction is 
approved by the Chief Building Official after 
determining that fire containment, drainage and 
maintenance issues are satisfied.  Prior to building 
permit issuance for any accessory structure larger 
than 120 sq. ft. proposed closer than 3 feet to the 
property line, the owner shall provide a maintenance 
easement acceptable to the City for maintenance of 
the exterior wall in proximity to the common property 
line. 

 6. Distance between principal  6 feet wall to wall, for structure separation, 
  dwelling and any detached  maintenance and accessible access.   
  accessory structure(s) at least 
  partly within a required yard or 
  setback: 

 B. Detached Accessory Structures with Plumbing shall meet the following 
requirements in addition to those described in 17.52.020A: 
  1.   An Administrative Permit shall be required for the following construction: 
   a.   Installation of a toilet or a 3 inch drain line required for a toilet; 
   b.  The construction, expansion, or structural alteration (excluding ordinary  
                         maintenance) of an accessory structure that has a toilet or a three inch  
                         drain line; 
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   c.  Prior to issuance of a building permit, the property owner shall sign an  
                         agreement acceptable to the City that the accessory structure shall not  
                         be used for living quarters, cooking or sleeping purposes. 
 C.  Accessory Second Units (or Living Quarters).  An Accessory Second Unit (or 
Living Quarter) shall meet standards in 1 below.  (Such units are exempt from general 
plan density requirements). 
  1.  An Administrative Permit is required to determine compliance with the  
                  following standards: 
 

Standards - Accessory Second Unit or Living Quarter 
a.    Height limits:   Same as for the principal dwelling. 
b.    Setbacks and yards.   Same as for the principal dwelling, except for alley units. 
c.    Alley unit setbacks, yards:  0 feet from alley minimum, provided that 40% of the alley 

frontage has a 5 foot wide landscape area, and 5 feet 
maximum.  Side setbacks and side yards are same as for the 
principal dwelling.   

d.   Number:   1 accessory second unit per single family detached or single 
family attached lot.  Accessory second unit provisions do not 
apply to duplex, triplex, or apartment lots. 

e.  Location:  The accessory second unit may be within or detached from the 
principal dwelling.       

f.   Size:   Up to 640 square feet. 
g.   Parking:   1 space per unit or per bedroom, whichever is greater, covered 

or uncovered onsite in addition to the required parking for the 
principal dwelling. 

h.   Existing dwelling:   There is an existing or a proposed principal dwelling (must 
have submitted building plans) on the lot. 

i.   Owner Occupancy:   The property owner shall occupy either the principal single 
family dwelling or the accessory second unit. 

j. Design statement.   Applicants shall describe in writing how their proposal 
addresses the city’s adopted Residential Design Guidelines 
section on Second Units.   

k.   Design standards.   All accessory second units/living quarters shall meet the 
following design standards: 

   -Building materials, colors and windows shall match, i.e., have 
the same appearance as, those of the principal dwelling. 

   -Roof slopes shall generally match those of the principal 
dwelling, i.e., be within 8% of the roof slope. 

  
            2.  The property owner, as part of the application for an Administrative Permit,  
                  shall execute a declaration acknowledging the requirement of owner  
                  occupancy.  Upon granting of the Administrative Permit, the Community  
                  Development Director shall cause the declaration to be recorded in the  
                  office of the County Recorder.  The Community Development Director may  
                  waive recordation of the declaration if a declaration acknowledging the  
                  requirement of owner occupancy has already been recorded for the  
                  property. 

 
The declaration shall be in substantially the following form: 
 
“DECLARATION ACKNOWLEDGING OWNER OCCUPANCY 

The undersigned does hereby certify to be the owner(s) of certain real property 
located in the City of Napa, and more particularly described in Exhibit “A” attached 
hereto and incorporated herein by this reference (“the subject property”) 
 
The undersigned does hereby acknowledge that the administrative permit that has 
been issued by the City of Napa for a second residential unit on the subject 
property requires the property owner to occupy either the principal single family 
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dwelling or the accessory second unit.  
 

 This Declaration shall run with the subject property in perpetuity and shall be 
binding upon the undersigned and the undersigned’s heirs, personal 
representatives, lessees, executors, successors, and assigns.  This Declaration 
and the acknowledgements contained herein shall be disclosed to prospective 
transferees of any interest in the subject property prior to any such transfer. 

 IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the undersigned has/have executed this Declaration this 
____________ day of _________, 20___. 

_________________________________________________DECLARANT (S) 

Dated: ____________________ 

Dated: ____________________ 

NOTE: ACKNOWLEDGMENTS MUST BE ATTACHED FOR ALL SIGNATORIES” 
  

  3. Accessory second unit parking requirements may be considered for waiver  
                  by a Planning Commission Use Permit.  The Use Permit shall only evaluate  
                  the parking issue.  The Commission may approve the Use Permit if it finds: 
   a.   Adequate curb parking is available adjacent to the property, or 
   b.   Onsite parking for the accessory second unit is not needed. 
  4. If a second unit is proposed as an upper story addition, see Chapter 17.62  
                  (Design Review), as all residential upper story additions require design  
                  review.  The Design Review permit shall only evaluate the design of the  
                  addition.  Similarly, remodel of an historic building must comply with the  
                  City’s Historic Preservation Ordinance in Title 15.    
  5. Accessory Second Units between 641 and 900 sq. ft. may be considered  
                  with a Planning Commission Design Review Permit for compatibility with the  
                  Residential Design Guidelines and also using the following as a guide:  up to  
                  700 sq. ft. on lots >7,000 to 10,000 sq. ft; up to 800 sq. ft. on lots >10,000  
                  sq. ft to 20,000 sq. ft; up to 900 sq. ft on lots >20,000 sq. ft.  
(O2003 12) 
 
17.52.030 Adult-Oriented Businesses. 
 A. Purpose.  Studies conducted by cities around the country that have been 
reviewed by the City of Napa demonstrate that Adult-Oriented Businesses which are 
not regulated as to permissible locations often have a deleterious effect on nearby 
businesses and residential areas causing, among other adverse secondary effects, an 
increase in crime and a decrease in property values.  Special regulation of Adult-
Oriented Businesses is necessary, therefore, to ensure that their adverse secondary 
side effects will not contribute to an increase in crime rates or to the blighting or 
deterioration of the areas in which they are located or in surrounding areas.  The 
purpose and intent of these special regulations is to prevent the concentration of Adult-
Oriented Businesses, and other public places at which Adult-Oriented Performances 
are conducted, and thereby prevent such adverse secondary side effects.  The location 
requirements established by these regulations do not unreasonably restrict the 
establishment or operation of constitutionally protected Adult-Oriented Businesses in 
the City of Napa, and a sufficient and reasonable number of appropriate locations for 
Adult-Oriented Businesses are provided by the Zoning Ordinance. 
 B.   Definitions. 
  1. "Establishment of an Adult-Oriented Business" shall mean any of the  
                  following: 
            a. The opening or commencement of any Adult-Oriented Business  
                         as a new business; 
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       b.   The conversion of an existing business, whether or not an Adult-Oriented  
                         Business, to any Adult-Oriented Business defined herein; 
       c.   The addition of any of the Adult-Oriented Businesses defined herein to any  
                         other existing Adult-Oriented Business, or 
       d.   The relocation of any such Adult-Oriented Business. 
  2.  "Specified Anatomical Areas" shall mean and include any of the following: 
       a.   Less than completely and opaquely covered human (i) genitals or pubic  
                         region; (ii) buttocks; and (iii) female breast below a point immediately  
                         above the top of the areola; 
       b.  Human male genitals in a discernibly turgid state, even if completely and  
                         opaquely covered; 
       c.  Any device, costume or covering that simulates any of the body parts  
                         included in sections 1 or 2 above. 
  3.  "Specified Sexual Activities" shall mean and include any of the following,  
                  whether performed directly or indirectly through clothing or other covering: 
       a.  The fondling or other erotic touching of human genitals, pubic region,  
                        buttocks, anus or female breast; 
       b.  Sex acts, actual or simulated, including intercourse, oral copulation or  
                         sodomy; 
       c.   Masturbation, actual or simulated; 
       d. Excretory functions as part of or in connection with any of the other  
                         activities described in section 1 through 3 above. 
  4.   "Adult-Oriented Businesses" shall mean any one of the following: 
       a.   Adult arcade.  An establishment where, for any form of consideration, one  
                         or more still or motion picture projectors, or similar machines, for viewing  
                         by 5 or fewer persons each, are used to show films, computer generated  
                         images, motion pictures, video cassettes, slides or other photographic  
                         reproductions thirty percent (30%) or more of the number of which are  
                         distinguished or characterized by an emphasis upon the depiction or  
                         description of specified sexual activities or specified anatomical areas. 
       b.   Adult bookstore.  An establishment that has thirty percent (30%) or more  
                         of its stock in books, magazines, periodicals or other printed matter, or of  
                         photographs, films, motion pictures, video cassettes, slides, tapes,  
                         records or other form of visual or audio representations which are  
                         distinguished or characterized by an emphasis upon the depiction or  
                         description of specified sexual activities and/or specified anatomical  
                         areas; 
       c.   Adult cabaret.  A nightclub, restaurant, or similar business establishment  
                         which: (i) regularly features live performances which are distinguished or  
                         characterized by an emphasis upon the display of specified anatomical  
                         areas or specified sexual activities; and/or (ii) which regularly features  
                         persons who appear semi-nude; and/or (iii) shows films, computer  
                         generated images, motion pictures, video cassettes, slides or other  
                         photographic reproductions thirty percent (30%) or more of the number of  
                         which are distinguished or characterized by an emphasis upon the  
                         depiction or description of specified sexual activities or specified  
                         anatomical areas; 
       d.  Adult hotel/motel.  A hotel or motel or similar business establishment  
                         offering public accommodations for any form of consideration which (i)  
                         provides patrons with closed-circuit television transmissions, films,  
                         computer generated images, motion pictures, video cassettes, slides or  
                         other photographic reproductions thirty percent (30%) or more of the  
                         number of which are distinguished or characterized by an emphasis upon  
                         the depiction or description of specified sexual activities or specified  
                         anatomical areas and (ii) rents, leases or lets any room for less than a 6
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                         hour period, or rents, leases or lets any single room more than twice in a  
                         24-hour period; 
       e.   Adult motion picture theater.  A business establishment where, for any  
                         form of consideration, films, computer generated images, motion pictures,  
                         video cassettes, slides or similar photographic reproductions are shown,  
                         and thirty percent (30%) or more of the number of which are distinguished  
                         or characterized by an emphasis upon the depiction or description of  
                         specified sexual activities or specified anatomical areas; 
       f.    Adult theater.  A theater, concert hall, auditorium, or similar establishment  
                         which, for any form of consideration regularly features live performances  
                         which are distinguished or characterized by an emphasis on the display of  
                         specified anatomical areas or specified sexual activities; 
       g.   Modeling studio.  A business which provides, for pecuniary compensation,  
                         monetary or other consideration, hire or reward, figure models who, for the  
                         purposes of sexual stimulation of patrons, display "specified anatomical  
                         areas" to be observed, sketched, photographed, painted, sculpted or  
                         otherwise depicted by persons paying such consideration.  "Modeling  
                         studio" further does not include a studio or similar facility owned, operated,  
                         or maintained by an individual artist or group of artists and which does not  
                         provide, permit or make available "specified sexual activities." 
  5. "Distinguished or Characterized by an Emphasis Upon" shall mean and  
                  refer to the dominant or essential theme of the object described by such  
                  phrase.  For instance, when the phrase refers to films "which are distinguished  
                  or characterized by an emphasis upon" the depiction or description of  
                  specified sexual activities or specified anatomical areas, the films so described  
                  are those whose dominant or predominant character and theme are the  
                  depiction of the enumerated sexual activities or anatomical areas. 
  6.  "Public place".  Any area to which the public is invited or in which the public is  
                  permitted. 
  7. "Regularly Features" with respect to an adult theater or adult cabaret shall  
                  mean a regular and substantial course of conduct.  The fact that live  
                  performances which are distinguished or characterized by an emphasis upon  
                  the display of specified anatomical areas or specified sexual activities occurs  
                  on 2 or more occasions within a 30 day period; 3 or more occasions within a  
                  60 day period; or 4 or more occasions within a 180 day period shall to the  
                  extent permitted by law be deemed to be a regular and substantial course of  
                  conduct. 
  8.  "Religious Institution".  A structure which is used primarily for religious worship  
                  and related religious activities. 
  9.  "School".  For purposes of this section school shall mean any child or day care  
                  facility, or an institution of learning for minors, whether public or private,  
                  offering instruction in those courses of study required by the California  
                  Education Code and maintained pursuant to standards set by the State Board  
                  of Education.  This definition does not include a vocational or professional  
                  institution of higher education, including a community or junior college, college  
                  or university. 
  10. "Semi-Nude".  A state of dress in which clothing covers no more than the  
                  genitals, pubic region, buttocks, areola of the female breast, as well as  
                  portions of the body covered by supporting straps or devices. 
 C.   Location of Adult-Oriented Businesses. 
  1. Adult-Oriented Businesses shall be permitted uses only in the Industrial Park  
                  IP-C zoning district, and in the Light Industrial IL District on Kaiser Road and  
                  Enterprise Way, and shall be prohibited in all other locations.  
  2. No Adult-Oriented Business shall be permitted within 300 feet of any (a)  
                  property zoned for residential use in existence on the effective date of this  
                  Chapter; (b) park listed in Section 12.32.010 of this Code on the effective date 
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                  of this Chapter; (c) school or day care facility in existence on the effective date  
                  of this Chapter; or (d) State Highway or (e) other Adult-Oriented Business.  
 D.   Signs.   The following provisions shall apply to signs erected or maintained for or 
in connection with an Adult-Oriented Business: 
  1. No off-site signs shall be permitted. 
  2. The total sign area, as defined in Title 15, allowed in connection with any  
                  Adult-Oriented Business shall not exceed 15 square feet.  The area of signs  
                  affixed to or placed within windows which are visible from any public area shall  
                  be included for the purposes of this restriction. 
 E.   Public Display of Certain Matter Prohibited.  Materials offered for sale from or by 
an Adult-Oriented Business shall not be displayed or exhibited in a manner which 
exposes to public view any pictures or illustrations depicting any "specified sexual activity" 
or any "specified anatomical area."  Materials offered for sale or viewing at any Adult-
Oriented Business shall not be displayed or exhibited in a manner which exposes any 
depiction of any "specified sexual activity" or any "specific anatomical area" to the view of 
persons outside the building or off the premises on which such Adult-Oriented Business is 
located.   
 F.   Restrictions Cumulative.  The restrictions set forth in this chapter are in addition 
to any other applicable provision of this code. In event of any conflict between any such 
provisions, the more restrictive shall apply. 
(O2003 12) 
 
17.52.040 Agricultural Buffers. 
 A.   Specific Purpose.  The specific purpose of these regulations is to minimize 
potential conflicts between agricultural and urban residential uses by providing 
appropriate agricultural buffer areas, thereby protecting the health, safety and welfare of 
the residents of the City and contributing to the long-term preservation and 
maintenance of agricultural activities in Napa County. 
 B.   Required Provisions.  Except as provided in subsection E of this section, the 
following provisions shall be required for all residentially zoned lots adjacent to the 
Rural Urban Limit (RUL) line when development is proposed.  
  1.  An agricultural buffer plan to address the following requirements: 
   a.  Setback:  A special agricultural setback of between 80 and 120 feet  
                         wide between any dwellings or other buildings designed for human  
                         habitation and the nearest residential property line(s) adjoining the RUL.   
                         The exact distance shall be based on the overall density of the  
                         proposed residential project as follows: 
     >0-6 units/acre= 80 foot setback 
     >6-10 units/acre= 100 foot setback 
     >10 units/acre= 120 foot setback 
                         Within the special agricultural setback, a permanent landscape buffer  
                         area at least 20 feet wide measured from the residential property line(s)  
                         adjoining the RUL and nearest agricultural property line(s) shall provide  
                         a clear boundary between urban and agricultural uses.  The landscape  
                         buffer shall consist of a mix of trees, shrubs, berms, fences, walls, etc.  
                         sufficient to reduce noise, dust and diffuse light and act as a physical  
                         separation between the housing and agricultural activities, in a design  
                         acceptable to the Planning Commission (or Community Development  
                         Director in the case of single-family dwellings exempt from Planning  
                         Commission review).  Final landscape plans shall specify that all plant  
                         materials be certified by the Napa County Agricultural Commissioner  
                         inspection program for freedom from the glassy winged sharpshooter or  
                         other pests.  Except for buffer fences and walls, pump stations or similar  
                         improvements, no accessory structures shall be located within the  
                         landscape buffer area.  The permanence of the landscape buffer shall  
                         be assured through appropriate easements or equally effective
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                         restrictions, and ongoing maintenance and funding mechanisms 
       b.   Noise.  Sound/noise reducing design and construction techniques (e.g.  
                         window-door orientation, use of double pane windows, etc.) to reduce  
                         interior noise levels from adjoining farm operations to acceptable levels  
                         as defined in the noise element of the general plan; 
   c.   Covenant:  A recorded covenant  (to run with the land) that the property  
                         may be subjected to inconveniences or discomfort arising from  
                         agricultural operations.  Such discomfort or inconveniences may  
                         include, but are not limited to:  noise, odors, dust, chemicals, smoke,  
                         pests, spraying operation of machinery during any 24-hour period,
                         aircraft operation, and other potential nuisance problems associated  
                         with normal agricultural practices of adjoining properties. One or more  
                         of the inconveniences described above may occur even in the case of  
                         agricultural operations that are in conformance with existing laws and  
                         regulations and locally accepted customs and standards.  The covenant  
                         shall also state that the farmer/grower/rancher has the right to farm and  
                         the adjoining property owner may not sue to prevent such activities  
                         normally associated with agricultural activities.  For rental properties,  
                         the property owner shall agree to notify tenants of right to farm  
                         provisions as part of subsequent rental agreements; 
   d.  Site design.  A project layout with streets that do not end at the RUL, to  
                         preclude a future extension into unincorporated areas outside the RUL.  
 C.   Submittal Requirements.  The  agricultural buffer plan shall be drawn to scale, 
be of sufficient clarity to indicate the nature and extent of proposed work including 
timing or phasing, and include the following information: 
  1.  Name and address of owner. 
  2.  Name, address, professional status, license number, and phone number of  
                  the person who prepared the plan. 
  3.  Location and assessor's parcel number of the proposed site. 
  4.  North arrow, scale, and the name and location of the nearest public road  
                  intersection. 
  5.  Site plan showing special agricultural buffer in relation to property line(s)  
                  adjacent to the RUL line, adjacent property line(s), public streets and other  
                  features such as creeks or rivers, and lot(s), building envelopes and/or  
                  proposed buildings. 
  6.  Plans.  Detailed construction plans showing how the project complies with  
                  the requirements of an agricultural buffer plan including but not limited to  
                  building materials, construction techniques and landscaping. 
  7.  Summary:  A summary discussion of site design and proposed measures to  
                  mitigate the agricultural-urban residential land use conflicts including  
                  setbacks, landscaping, grading and special construction techniques, etc. 
 D.   Conditions of Approval.  All approved agricultural buffer measures to mitigate 
agricultural-urban residential land use conflicts shall become conditions of approval of 
the project. 
 E.   Waivers. 
  1.  The Planning Commission (or Community Development Director in the case  
                  of single-family dwellings which are exempt from review by the Planning  
                  Commission) may, after consultation with the Agricultural Commissioner,  
                  waive the requirement for an agricultural buffer plan for projects where it can  
                  be clearly demonstrated that no agricultural-urban residential land use  
                  conflicts will result from the development of the property or where the  
                  requirement for an agricultural buffer plan meeting the above requirements  
                  would preclude the use of the property.  An applicant requesting such a  
                  waiver shall submit sufficient information to substantiate the waiver. 
  2. The Planning Commission (or Community Development Director in the  
                  case of single-family dwellings which are exempt from review by the 
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                  Planning Commission) may, after consultation with the Agricultural  
                  Commissioner, also modify or substitute different requirements than those  
                  identified above for developments on a project specific basis if in their  
                  opinion different requirements will achieve the intended purpose of this  
                  section.  In particular, the agricultural setback between any dwellings or  
                  other buildings designed for human habitation and the nearest residential  
                  property line(s) adjoining the RUL may be reduced where off-site roads,  
                  creeks or rivers provide additional setback distance between residential  
                  uses and agricultural activities. 
  3.  Further, the requirements of this section are waived for construction within  
                  an existing dwelling involving no expansion. 
(O2003 12) 
 
17.52.050 Agricultural Cultivation and Animal Keeping. 
 A.  Purpose.  To provide for a range of accessory agricultural activities and 
maintenance of livestock on larger residentially-zoned properties within the City while 
minimizing impacts to surrounding properties.  (Resource Area properties are subject to 
requirements of that district).    
 B.  Required Provisions.   
 An Administrative Permit is required for agricultural cultivation or animal keeping.   
 “Agricultural cultivation” subject to these provisions shall include cultivation of more 
than ½ acre of land for viticulture, horticulture or similar intensive farming initiated after 
the effective date of this ordinance. 
 “Agricultural animal keeping” for purposes of this section includes the raising of 
listed animals, birds or bees for personal or commercial use. 
 C.   Standards.   
  1.   Properties must be 1 acre in size or larger to incorporate such uses.   
  2.  The following performance standards shall apply to the keeping of one or  
                  more horse, mule, donkey, cow, steer, goat, pig, sheep, duck, turkey; or the  
                  keeping of bees or fifteen or more chickens, rabbits, and similar small  
                  animals, but specifically excluding roosters, peacocks, guinea hens or geese  
                  prohibited by NMC 6.04.070. 
   a.  Not more than one horse, mule, donkey, cow, steer, goat, pig or sheep  
                         shall be kept for each ½ acre of lot area; 
   b.   The closest point of any structure or fenced pasture where the  
                         animal(s) or bees are to be kept is 40 feet distant from any dwelling on  
                         an adjacent lot. 
  3.  Animals, bees, birds listed in C.2 above are subject to individual case  
                  review, and may be subject to the following types of standards:   
   a.   Requirements for fences or fenced stockade areas; requirements  
                         regarding provision of food and water supply, such as supply locations,  
                         requirements for closed, rodent-proof containers, etc.;  
   b.   Requirements to secure or shelter animals at night to minimize possible  
                         noise impacts; 
   c.   Requirements to maintain sanitary conditions by regular cleanup; 

d. Limits on numbers of apiaries, animals; 
  e.  Notice that the premises where the animal(s) is to be kept may require  
                         inspection by the County Agricultural Commissioner; 
   f. On :HS Hillside sites or other sensitive sites adjacent to watercourses  
                         or including wetlands, landscaped buffer areas and erosion control  
                         plans or other measures may be required to address environmental  
                         concerns.  In approving the application, the Community Development  
                         Director may impose conditions deemed necessary to assure that the  
                         keeping of agricultural animals will not result in an adverse effect on the  
                         health, sanitation, safety or welfare of area residents or harm the  
                         environment.
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  4.  Cultivated agriculture activities shall require a grading and erosion control  
                  plan; notification to the Agricultural Commissioner, and, for development  
                  near watercourses or wetlands, notification to the Department of Fish and  
                  Game and/or Corps of Engineers, and consultation with the City’s water  
                  division to address efficient use of water.  The Community Development  
                  Director may impose conditions deemed necessary to assure that the  
                  cultivated agricultural activities will not result in an adverse effect on the  
                  health, sanitation, safety or welfare of area residents or harm the  
                  environment. 
(O2003 12) 
 
17.52.060 Bed and Breakfast Inns. 
 A.   Purposes.  The specific purposes of these standards are: 
  1.  To assist in preservation and adaptive reuse of City historic resources. 
  2.  To serve visitors to the Napa Valley. 
  3.  To assure compatibility with residential neighborhood surroundings. 
  4.  To mitigate impacts on local rental housing stock, to the extent permitted by  
                  State law. 
 B.   Use Permit Required.  Bed and breakfast inns may be established with a Use 
Permit in buildings designated as being of historic and/or architectural significance on 
the City’s Historic Resources Inventory, or through a subsequent historic survey. 

C. Standards.  The following standards shall apply to the establishment of the bed 
and breakfast inn: 
  1.  Onsite owner/manager:  The building must be the primary residence of the  
                  owner or manager of the bed and breakfast use; and 
  2.  Location and size:  Principal and accessory buildings may be used for bed  
                  and breakfast guest rooms.  The majority of the guest rooms shall be in the  
                  principal building.  Additions to either the principal building or accessory  
                  buildings shall be visually subordinate to the principal building.  New  
                  accessory buildings are not encouraged, but may be acceptable if the  
                  applicant provides evidence and the city finds that there is no economically  
                  feasible way to restore the principal building without new accessory  
                  buildings.  A waiver to the standard that the majority of the guest rooms shall  
                  be in the principal building may be requested for buildings over 3,000 sq. ft.  
                  if the applicant can provide evidence and the city finds that there is no  
                  economically feasible way to restore the building without the additional  
                  rooms. 
  3.  Meals:  There shall be only 1 meal, breakfast, served daily and limited to  
                  guests and owner/manager of the bed and breakfast inn. 
  4.  Parking:  One parking space shall be provided for the owner/manager’s unit  
                  and each guest room.  On-site parking shall be designed and located to not  
                  detract from the residential and historic character of the site’s buildings and               
                  grounds.  Credit may be given in limited instances for on-street parking  
                  fronting the structure where a survey documents such parking is available  
                  and does not affect adjacent residential uses. 
  5.  Signs:  Signs shall be limited to two square feet attached directly to the  
                  residential building or structure, unless a sign permit is obtained. 
  6.  Number of Guest Rooms:  The number of guest rooms permitted will be  
                  determined based on the size of the existing building, grounds and site; the  
                  relationship of the site to the character, size and scale of surrounding  
                  neighborhood buildings; and visitor access and parking.  In general, the  
                  number of guest rooms should not exceed 10. 
  7.  Concentration of Inns:  When a new B&B is proposed within 300 feet of  
                  another B&B, the decision-making body shall additionally find that the new  
                  B&B doesn’t harm the character and livability of adjacent residential  
                  properties.  
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Appendix E 

San Luis Obispo County, CA 

Agriculture and Open Space Element of the General Plan – Goals, Policies and 
Implementation for Agricultural Buffers 

Appendix D of the Agriculture and Open Space Element – Agricultural Buffer Policies 

San Luis Obispo Department of Agriculture – Agricultural Buffer Policies and Procedures 
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F� 0DLQWDLQ� DQG� VWUHQJWKHQ� WKH� FRXQW\·V� DJULFXOWXUDO� SUHVHUYH� SURJUDP
�:LOOLDPVRQ� $FW�� DV� DQ� HIIHFWLYH� PHDQV� IRU� ORQJ�WHUP� DJULFXOWXUDO� ODQG
SUHVHUYDWLRQ�

G� 3URYLGH�LQFHQWLYHV�IRU�ODQGRZQHUV�WR�PDLQWDLQ�ODQG�LQ�SURGXFWLYH�DJULFXOWXUDO
XVHV�
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$*�� (QFRXUDJH�3XEOLF�(GXFDWLRQ�DQG�3DUWLFLSDWLRQ�

D� (QFRXUDJH�RQJRLQJ�SXEOLF�HGXFDWLRQ�SURJUDPV�E\�VXFK�RUJDQL]DWLRQV�DV�WKH
&RXQW\� 'HSDUWPHQW� RI� $JULFXOWXUH�� 8�&�� &RRSHUDWLYH� ([WHQVLRQ�� )DUP
%XUHDX�DQG�LQGXVWU\�RUJDQL]DWLRQV��WR�SURYLGH�LQIRUPDWLRQ�DERXW�DJULFXOWXUH
LQ� 6DQ� /XLV� 2ELVSR� &RXQW\� DQG� KHOS� WKH� SXEOLF� EHWWHU� XQGHUVWDQG� WKH
LPSRUWDQFH�RI�WKH�DJULFXOWXUDO�LQGXVWU\�

E� (QFRXUDJH� SXEOLF� SDUWLFLSDWLRQ� WKURXJK� WKH� SXEOLF� KHDULQJ� SURFHVV� LQ� WKH
RQ�JRLQJ� GHYHORSPHQW� RI� FRXQW\� SODQV�� SROLFLHV�� DQG� RUGLQDQFHV� DIIHFWLQJ
DJULFXOWXUDO�ODQGV��8WLOL]H�WKH�UHVRXUFHV�RI�VXFK�RUJDQL]DWLRQV�DV�WKH�&RXQW\
$JULFXOWXUDO�/LDLVRQ�%RDUG��FRPPXQLW\�DGYLVRU\�JURXSV��DQG�FRQVHUYDWLRQ
RUJDQL]DWLRQV�

$*5,&8/785$/�32/,&,(6��$*3�

7KH�SROLFLHV�WR�DWWDLQ�WKH�SUHFHGLQJ�JRDOV�DUH�LQWHUUHODWHG��WKHUHIRUH��WKH\�DUH�DGGUHVVHG�XQGHU��WKH
IROORZLQJ�KHDGLQJV��XVH�RI�DJULFXOWXUDO�ODQGV��UHVRXUFH�FRQVHUYDWLRQ�DQG�PDQDJHPHQW��SURWHFWLRQ
RI�DJULFXOWXUDO�ODQGV��DQG�SURWHFWLRQ�RI�RSHQ�VSDFH�UHVRXUFHV�RQ�DJULFXOWXUDO�ODQGV���7KHVH�SROLFLHV
DSSO\�SULPDULO\�WR�ODQG�GHVLJQDWHG�$JULFXOWXUH�RQ�WKH�ODQG�XVH�GHVLJQDWLRQV�PDS�LQ�WKLV�HOHPHQW�
XQOHVV�RWKHUZLVH�VSHFLILHG���7KH�SROLFLHV�DUH�LQWHQGHG�WR�EH�FRQVLVWHQW�ZLWK�DGRSWHG�SROLFLHV�
VWDQGDUGV�DQG�RUGLQDQFHV�RI�WKH�/RFDO�&RDVWDO�3URJUDP��/&3��DQG�DUH�LQ�DGGLWLRQ�WR�DOO�DSSOLFDEOH
/&3�SROLFLHV��VWDQGDUGV�DQG�RUGLQDQFHV�

7R�WKH�PD[LPXP�H[WHQW�SRVVLEOH��WKH�IROORZLQJ�SROLFLHV��LPSOHPHQWDWLRQ�PHDVXUHV�DQG�SURJUDPV
WU\�WR�EDODQFH�SURWHFWLRQ�RI�RSHQ�VSDFH�UHVRXUFHV�DQG�WKH�QHHGV�RI�SURGXFWLRQ�DJULFXOWXUH��DQG
PLQLPL]H�WKH�LPSDFWV�WR�RQJRLQJ�SURGXFWLRQ�DJULFXOWXUH��,W�LV�WKH�LQWHQW�WR�QRW�UHTXLUH�SHUPLWV�IRU
DJULFXOWXUDOO\�UHODWHG�SURMHFWV�WKDW�DUH�FXUUHQWO\�H[HPSW��DQG�WR�NHHS�WKH�UHTXLUHG�OHYHO�RI�SHUPLW
SURFHVVLQJ�IRU�QRQ�H[HPSW�SURMHFWV�DW�WKH�ORZHVW�SRVVLEOH�OHYHO�FRQVLVWHQW�ZLWK�WKH�SURWHFWLRQ�RI
DJULFXOWXUDO�UHVRXUFHV�DQG�VHQVLWLYH�KDELWDWV���7KH�SROLFLHV�DQG��UHFRPPHQGHG�LPSOHPHQWDWLRQ
PHDVXUHV�DSSO\�WR�GLVFUHWLRQDU\�ODQG�XVH�SHUPLWV�IRU�QHZ�GHYHORSPHQW��VHH�*ORVVDU\�IRU�GHILQLWLRQ
RI�GHYHORSPHQW��DQG�SURSRVHG�ODQG�GLYLVLRQV�
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/RQJ�WHUP�&RQVHUYDWLRQ� /HDVH�� �:KHUH� DJULFXOWXUDO� ODQGV� DOVR� FRQWDLQ� RSHQ� VSDFH
UHVRXUFHV�WKDW�DUH�ZRUWK\�RI�SURWHFWLRQ��VXFK�DV�ULSDULDQ�KDELWDW��VFHQLF�TXDOLWLHV��HWF���EXW
WKH� ODQG�RZQHU� LV�QRW� LQWHUHVWHG� LQ�VHOOLQJ� WKH�SURSHUW\�RU� WKH�GHYHORSPHQW�ULJKWV��DQ
DOWHUQDWH�DSSURDFK�PD\�EH�WR�HQWHU�LQWR�ORQJ�WHUP�FRQVHUYDWLRQ�OHDVHV���6LPLODU�WR�WKH
SURYLVLRQV� RI� D�:LOOLDPVRQ� $FW� FRQWUDFW�� VXFK� D� OHDVH� FRXOG� RIIHU� SURWHFWLRQ� RI� WKH
UHVRXUFHV�IRU�DQ�H[WHQGHG�SHULRG�RI�WLPH��ZKLOH�DOVR�RIIHULQJ�WKH�SURSHUW\�RZQHU�D�UHYHQXH
VWUHDP�WKDW�ZLOO�HQDEOH�PDLQWHQDQFH�RI�WKH�DJULFXOWXUDO�DFWLYLWLHV���7KH�OHDVH�FRXOG�EH�KHOG
E\�D�FRQVHUYDWLRQ�RUJDQL]DWLRQ��ZLWK�WKH�WHUP�RI�WKH�OHDVH�DXWRPDWLFDOO\�UHQHZHG�DQQXDOO\
IRU�DQRWKHU�\HDU�VLPLODU�WR�D�:LOOLDPVRQ�$FW�FRQWUDFW���7KLV��DQG�RWKHU�FUHDWLYH�PHWKRGV
RI�UHVRXUFH�FRQVHUYDWLRQ��VKRXOG�EH�H[SORUHG�PRUH�IXOO\�

,PSOHPHQWDWLRQ�

�� 7KH� 'HSDUWPHQW� RI� 3ODQQLQJ� DQG� %XLOGLQJ�� LQ� FRRSHUDWLRQ� ZLWK� WKH� FRXQW\
$JULFXOWXUH�'HSDUWPHQW�DQG�8�&��&RRSHUDWLYH�([WHQVLRQ��VKRXOG�DVVLVW�DJULFXOWXUDO
DQG� FRQVHUYDWLRQ� RUJDQL]DWLRQV� LQ� GHYHORSLQJ� DQG� LPSOHPHQWLQJ� SURJUDPV� WR
FRQVHUYH�DJULFXOWXUDO� ODQG�� �7KH�DJHQFLHV� VKRXOG�SUHSDUH�D�SXEOLF� LQIRUPDWLRQ
EURFKXUH�IRU�GLVWULEXWLRQ�WR�WKH�DJULFXOWXUDO�FRPPXQLW\�PDNLQJ�WKHP�DZDUH�RI�WKH
DGYDQWDJHV�RI�SDUWLFLSDWLQJ�LQ�VXFK�SURJUDPV�

7LPHIUDPH������PRQWKV�IURP�SODQ�DGRSWLRQ�

�� ,Q� FRRSHUDWLRQ� DQG� FRRUGLQDWLRQ� ZLWK� FRQVHUYDWLRQ� RUJDQL]DWLRQV� DQG� RWKHU
MXULVGLFWLRQV��WKH�FRXQW\�VKRXOG�H[SORUH�WKH�SRVVLELOLW\�RI�HVWDEOLVKLQJ�D�SURJUDP
WR�SURWHFW�DJULFXOWXUDO�ODQGV�E\�SXUFKDVLQJ�GHYHORSPHQW�ULJKWV�DQG�FRQVHUYDWLRQ
HDVHPHQWV�IURP�ZLOOLQJ�VHOOHUV��E\�RIIHULQJ�ORQJ�WHUP�FRQVHUYDWLRQ�HDVHPHQWV��RU
WKURXJK�RWKHU�LQQRYDWLYH�SURJUDPV�

7LPHIUDPH���7R�EH�GHWHUPLQHG�E\�%RDUG�RI�6XSHUYLVRUV�DIWHU�SODQ�DGRSWLRQ�

�� 7KH�&RXQW\�VKRXOG�DFWLYHO\�SXUVXH�JUDQW�IXQGV�XQGHU�SURYLVLRQV�RI�WKH�$JULFXOWXUDO
/DQG� 6WHZDUGVKLS� 3URJUDP� $FW� RI� ������ WR� DVVLVW� ZLWK� WKH� LPSOHPHQWDWLRQ
PHDVXUHV�FRQWDLQHG�LQ�WKLV�$JULFXOWXUH�DQG�2SHQ�6SDFH�(OHPHQW�

7LPHIUDPH��2QJRLQJ�DIWHU�SODQ�DGRSWLRQ�

$*3�����$JULFXOWXUDO�%XIIHUV�

D� 3URWHFW�ODQG�GHVLJQDWHG�$JULFXOWXUH�DQG�RWKHU�ODQGV�LQ�SURGXFWLRQ�DJULFXOWXUH
E\�XVLQJ�QDWXUDO�RU�PDQ�PDGH�EXIIHUV�ZKHUH�DGMDFHQW�WR�QRQ�DJULFXOWXUDO�ODQG
XVHV�LQ�DFFRUGDQFH�ZLWK�WKH�DJULFXOWXUDO�EXIIHU�SROLFLHV�DGRSWHG�E\�WKH�%RDUG
RI�6XSHUYLVRU��VHH�$SSHQGL[�'��

Global-Agricultural Resources, Indirect-Attachment A



$*5,&8/785(�	�23(1�63$&(�(/(0(17 ���� 7+(�$*5,&8/785(�(/(0(17
$*	26B&+$3�

'LVFXVVLRQ�����1HZ�UHVLGHQWLDO�DQG�RWKHU�QRQ�DJULFXOWXUDO�XVHV�WKDW�DUH�SURSRVHG�DGMDFHQW
WR�DJULFXOWXUDO�ODQG�RU�XVHV�PD\�UHVXOW�LQ�ODQG�XVH�FRQIOLFWV���5HVLGHQWLDO�DQG�RWKHU�QRQ�
DJULFXOWXUDO� XVHV� FDQ� EH� DGYHUVHO\� DIIHFWHG� E\� RGRUV�� QRLVH�� GXVW� DQG� SHVWLFLGH� XVH�
)DUPHUV� DQG� UDQFKHUV� DUH� DIIHFWHG� E\� UHVLGHQW� FRPSODLQWV� DQG� ODZVXLWV�� SLOIHUDJH� RI
YHJHWDEOHV�DQG�IUXLWV��LQFUHDVHG�LQFLGHQFH�RI�WUHVSDVV��WKHIW�DQG�YDQGDOLVP��GLVWXUEDQFH�RI
OLYHVWRFN�E\�GRJV�DQG�SHRSOH��LQWURGXFWLRQ�RI�SODQW�DQG�DQLPDO�SHVWV�DQG�GLVHDVHV�KDUPIXO
WR� DJULFXOWXUDO� XVHV�� LQFUHDVHG� SRWHQWLDO� IRU� ILUH� RQ� GU\� IDUP� DQG� JUD]LQJ� ODQGV�� DQG
FRPSHWLWLRQ�IRU�DYDLODEOH�ZDWHU�UHVRXUFHV����

7KH� /82� FRQWDLQV� D� QXPEHU� RI� ORFDWLRQ� DQG� VHWEDFN� VWDQGDUGV� WR� VHSDUDWH� H[LVWLQJ
UHVLGHQWLDO�DUHDV�DQG�XVHV�IURP�SRWHQWLDOO\�LQFRPSDWLEOH�DJULFXOWXUDO�XVHV�VXFK�DV�IHHGORWV�
SRXOWU\�UDQFKHV��RU�KRJ�IDUPV���,Q�DGGLWLRQ��WKH�%RDUG�RI�6XSHUYLVRUV�KDV�DGRSWHG�SROLFLHV
IRU�HVWDEOLVKLQJ�EXIIHUV�EHWZHHQ�DJULFXOWXUDO�DUHDV�DQG�QRQ�DJULFXOWXUDO�GHYHORSPHQW�LQ
RUGHU�WR�PLQLPL]H�SRVVLEOH�ODQG�XVH�FRQIOLFWV���$�IXUWKHU�PRGLILFDWLRQ�WR�WKRVH�SROLFLHV
VKRXOG�EH�FRQVLGHUHG�WKDW�ZRXOG�LQFOXGH�D�SURYLVLRQ�IRU�SXEOLF�GLVFORVXUH�WKDW�D�EXIIHU�KDV
EHHQ�DSSOLHG�WR�D�SURSHUW\�DV�SDUW�RI�WKH�FRXQW\
V�DSSURYDO�RI�D�GLVFUHWLRQDU\�ODQG�XVH
SHUPLW���7KH�GLVFORVXUH�ZRXOG�SURYLGH�QRWLFH�WR�SURVSHFWLYH�EX\HUV�DQG�VHOOHUV�WKDW�VXFK
D�UHVWULFWLRQ�DSSOLHV�

,PSOHPHQWDWLRQ�

�� 7KH�&RXQW\�'HSDUWPHQW�RI�$JULFXOWXUH�VKDOO�UHYLHZ�DSSOLFDWLRQV�IRU�ODQG�GLYLVLRQ�
ORW�OLQH�DGMXVWPHQWV��ODQG�XVH�SHUPLWV�DQG�SURSRVHG�JHQHUDO�SODQ�DPHQGPHQWV�IRU
FRQVLVWHQF\� ZLWK� WKH� DJULFXOWXUDO� EXIIHU� SROLFLHV� DGRSWHG� E\� WKH� %RDUG� RI
6XSHUYLVRUV��VHH�$SSHQGL[�'��

7LPHIUDPH���2QJRLQJ�

�� 7KH�'HSDUWPHQW�RI�3ODQQLQJ�DQG�%XLOGLQJ��WKH�&RXQW\�'HSDUWPHQW�RI�$JULFXOWXUH�
DQG� DJULFXOWXUDO� LQGXVWU\� JURXSV� VKRXOG� GHYHORS� SURSRVHG� DPHQGPHQWV� WR� WKH
$JULFXOWXUDO�%XIIHU�3ROLF\�HVWDEOLVKLQJ�D�GLVFORVXUH�SURFHVV��VLPLODU�WR�WKDW�IRXQG
LQ�WKH�5LJKW�WR�)DUP�2UGLQDQFH��7LWOH���RI�WKH�&RXQW\�&RGH��WKDW�ZRXOG�LQIRUP
SRWHQWLDO�EX\HUV�DQG�VHOOHUV�RI�SURSHUWLHV�WKDW��DV�SDUW�RI�WKH�FRXQW\
V�DSSURYDO�RI
D� GLVFUHWLRQDU\� ODQG� XVH� SHUPLW�� DQ� DJULFXOWXUDO� EXIIHU� KDV� EHHQ� DSSOLHG� WR� D
SURSHUW\�

7LPHIUDPH������PRQWKV�IURP�SODQ�DGRSWLRQ�

Global-Agricultural Resources, Indirect-Attachment A



$*5,&8/785(�	�23(1�63$&(�(/(0(17 '�� $*5,&8/785$/�%8))(5�32/,&,(6
$*	26B$33'

$33(1',;�'� $*5,&8/785$/�%8))(5�32/,&,(6

7KH�IROORZLQJ�DJ�EXIIHU�SROLFLHV�KDYH�EHHQ�DGRSWHG�E\�WKH�%RDUG�RI�6XSHUYLVRUV�

3ROLF\�6WDWHPHQW

,W�LV�WKH�SROLF\�RI�WKH�$JULFXOWXUDO�&RPPLVVLRQHU�WKURXJK�WKH�FRXQW\
V�ODQG�XVH�SODQQLQJ�SURJUDPV
WR�

�� 3URPRWH�DQG�SURWHFW�DJULFXOWXUH

�� 3URWHFW�WKH�SXEOLF
V�KHDOWK�DQG�VDIHW\

�� 3URYLGH�WKH�%RDUG�RI�6XSHUYLVRUV�DQG�&LW\�&RXQFLOV�ZLWK�WHFKQLFDO�LQIRUPDWLRQ�DQG
DVVLVWDQFH�LQ�GHDOLQJ�ZLWK�ODQG�XVH�FRPSDWLELOLW\�DQG�FDSDELOLW\�LVVXHV�DIIHFWLQJ
DJULFXOWXUH�

7KLV�LV�DFFRPSOLVKHG�WKURXJK�WKH�UHYLHZ�RI�FHUWDLQ�ODQG�XVH�SURSRVDOV�LQ�RU�QHDU�DJULFXOWXUDO�DUHDV
DQG�SURYLGLQJ�UHFRPPHQGHG�PLWLJDWLRQDO�PHDVXUHV�ZKHUH�QHFHVVDU\�

2EMHFWLYHV

�� 7KH�GHSDUWPHQW�ZLOO�PDNH�D�GHWHUPLQDWLRQ�RI��VLJQLILFDQW�ODQG�XVH�FRQIOLFW��RQ
SURMHFW�UHIHUUDOV���7KH�EDVLV�IRU�WKH�GHWHUPLQDWLRQ�ZLOO�DOVR�EH�SURYLGHG�

�� 5HFRPPHQGHG�PLWLJDWLRQ�PHDVXUHV� ZLOO� EH� SURYLGHG� LI� D� VLJQLILFDQW� ODQG� XVH
FRQIOLFW�GHWHUPLQDWLRQ�LV�PDGH�

/DQG�8VH�&RPSDWLELOLW\�,VVXHV�DQG�0LWLJDWLRQ�%HQHILWV

�� 3HVWLFLGH�8VH

$� 3URYLGHV� IRU� D�PDUJLQ�RI� VDIHW\� IRU� WKH� SXEOLF� DQG� VHQVLWLYH� QRQ�WDUJHW
DUHDV�

%� 5HGXFHV� WKH� QHHG� IRU� VSUD\� EXIIHUV� RU� RWKHU� JRYHUQPHQWDO� UHVWULFWLRQV
ZKLFK�QHJDWLYHO\�LPSDFW�DJULFXOWXUH�

&� +HOSV� PDLQWDLQ� WKH� IHDVLELOLW\� RI� SHVWLFLGH� XVH� DV� DQ� DOWHUQDWLYH� IRU
VXVWDLQDEOH�DJULFXOWXUH�
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�� 1RLVH

$� 5HGXFHV�WKH�SRWHQWLDO�IRU�QXLVDQFH�IURP�D�YDULHW\�RI�DJULFXOWXUDO�VRXUFHV
VXFK�DV�ELUG�IULJKWHQLQJ�GHYLFHV��SXPSV��KHDY\�HTXLSPHQW��ZLQG�PDFKLQHV�
HWF�

%� 5HGXFHV�ORFDO�QHLJKERU�FRQIOLFW�DQG�FRPSODLQWV�WR�JRYHUQPHQWDO�DJHQFLHV�
&�� 5HGXFHV� WKH� GLVWXUEDQFH� IURP� QRLVH� DQG� OLJKW� DVVRFLDWHG� ZLWK�QLJKW

KDUYHVWLQJ�

�� 'XVW

$� &UHDWHV�GLVWDQFH�RU�VFUHHQLQJ�IRU�GXVW�WR�VHWWOH�RXW�EHIRUH�DIIHFWLQJ�KRPHV
RU�SHRSOH�

�� 7UHVSDVV�9DQGDOLVP�7KHIW�/LWWHU�/LDELOLW\

$� +HOSV�UHGXFH�WKH�SRWHQWLDO�QHJDWLYH�LPSDFW�WKDW�SHRSOH�DQG�SHWV�FDQ�KDYH�RQ
DJULFXOWXUDO�SURSHUW\�

�� 5RGHQW�&RQWURO

$� +HOSV�PDLQWDLQ�WKH�XVH�RI�DJULFXOWXUDO�URGHQW�FRQWURO��PDWHULDOV�ZKLFK�PD\
EH�RWKHUZLVH�SURKLELWHG�LQ�FORVH�SUR[LPLW\�WR�KRPHV��VFKRROV��DQG�RWKHU
XUEDQ�DUHDV�

%� 5HGXFHV�WKH�OLNHOLKRRG�RI�DFFLGHQWDO�SRLVRQLQJ�RI�SHWV�

�� $JULFXOWXUDO�%XUQV

$� +HOSV� PDLQWDLQ� DJULFXOWXUDO� EXUQLQJ� DV� D� FXOWXUDO� PDQDJHPHQW� WRRO�
2WKHUZLVH��EXUQV�PD\�EH�SURKLELWHG�RU�IXUWKHU�UHJXODWHG�LI�GZHOOLQJV�DUH
EXLOW�WRR�FORVH�WR�DJULFXOWXUDO�SURSHUW\�

%� 3URWHFWV�WKH�SXEOLF
V�KHDOWK�DQG�VDIHW\�

�� %HHNHHSHUV

$� +HOSV� SUHVHUYH� WKH� XVH� RI� EHHV� IRU� KRQH\� SURGXFWLRQ� DQG� SROOLQDWLRQ�
2WKHUZLVH��EHHNHHSHUV�PD\�EH�IRUFHG�WR�PRYH�KLYH�VHWV�RXW�RI�DJULFXOWXUDO
DUHDV�GXH�WR�FORVH�SUR[LPLW\�WR�XUEDQ�DUHDV�

%� 3URWHFWV�WKH�SXEOLFV�KHDOWK�DQG�VDIHW\�IURP�EHHV�VHDUFKLQJ�IRU�IRRG�DQG
ZDWHU�

�� (URVLRQ�DQG�'HYHORSPHQW

$� 5HGXFHV�WKH�VRXUFHV�RI�VRLO�HURVLRQ�LQ�DJULFXOWXUDO�DUHDV�
%� 5HGXFHV�LPSDFWV�RQ�DJULFXOWXUH�IURP�IORRGLQJ�DQG�VLOWDWLRQ�
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�� 2WKHU�VRXUFHV�RI�ODQG�XVH�FRQIOLFW�XQLTXH�WR�FHUWDLQ�VLWXDWLRQV�

5HIHUUDO�3URFHVV

�� 7KH� $JULFXOWXUDO� &RPPLVVLRQHU
V� RIILFH� UHVSRQGV� WR� UHIHUUDOV� VHQW� E\� WKH
(QYLURQPHQWDO�&RRUGLQDWRU
V�2IILFH��3ODQQLQJ�'HSDUWPHQW��RU�FLW\�JRYHUQPHQW�
,VVXHV�XVXDOO\�UHODWH�WR��SURSRVHG�GHYHORSPHQW��ODQG�GLYLVLRQV��]RQLQJ�RU�JHQHUDO
SODQ� FKDQJHV� DGMDFHQW� WR� RU� LQ� WKH� YLFLQLW\� RI� H[LVWLQJ� DJULFXOWXUDO� ODQG� XVH�
5HVSRQVHV�DUH�LQ�ZULWLQJ�DQG�DGYLVRU\�RQO\�

�� $Q�RQ�VLWH�HYDOXDWLRQ�LV�FRQGXFWHG�XVXDOO\�ZLWK�WKH�DSSOLFDQW�DQG�RU�DJHQW���1HDUE\
DJULFXOWXUDO�RSHUDWRUV�DUH�FRQWDFWHG�ZKHQHYHU�SRVVLEOH�

�� ([LVWLQJ�DJULFXOWXUDO�XVH��ZLWKLQ�DQ�DSSURSULDWH�UDQJH��LV�HYDOXDWHG�IRU�SRWHQWLDO
VLJQLILFDQW�ODQG�XVH�FRQIOLFW�ZLWK�WKH�SURSRVDO���5HDOLVWLF�IXWXUH�DJULFXOWXUDO�XVHV
RQ�DJULFXOWXUDO�]RQHG�SDUFHOV�PD\�DOVR�EH�FRQVLGHUHG�

�� %XIIHU�GHWHUPLQDWLRQV�DQG�RWKHU�PLWLJDWLRQ�PHDVXUHV�DUH�PDGH�RQ�D�FDVH�E\�FDVH
EDVLV�FRQVLGHULQJ�DOO�UHOHYDQW�IDFWRUV���&RXQW\�ZLGH�VWDQGDUG�RU�PLQLPXP�VHWEDFN
GLVWDQFHV�DUH�QRW�XVHG���+RZHYHU��WKLV�SURFHGXUDO�JXLGHOLQH�LV�IROORZHG�WR�SURYLGH
IRU�PD[LPXP�FRQVLVWHQF\�

�� 5HFRPPHQGHG�PLWLJDWLRQ�PHDVXUHV�DUH�VXEMHFW�WR�UHYLHZ�DQG�PRGLILFDWLRQ�E\�RXU
VWDII�DV�ORQJ�DV�WKH�PDUJLQ�RI�VDIHW\�LV�PDLQWDLQHG��SRWHQWLDO�QXLVDQFH�LVVXHV�DUH
DGHTXDWHO\�DGGUHVVHG�DQG�SRWHQWLDO�ODQG�XVH�FRQIOLFW�LV�PDLQWDLQHG�DW�D�OHYHO�EHORZ
VLJQLILFDQFH�

�� $JULFXOWXUDO�&RPPLVVLRQHU�ODQG�XVH�UHSRUWV�ZLOO�DOVR�LGHQWLI\�SRWHQWLDO�ODQG�XVH
FRQIOLFWV�DQG�QHJDWLYH�LPSDFWV�WR�DJULFXOWXUH�LQ�VLWXDWLRQV�ZKLFK�PD\�EH�SDUWLDOO\
RU�QRW�DW�DOO�PLWLJDWHG���(YHQ�ZLWK�EXIIHU�VHWEDFNV��HWF���DJULFXOWXUDOLVWV�PD\�EH
IXUWKHU�UHVWULFWHG�LQ�WKHLU�SURGXFWLRQ�SUDFWLFHV�RU�H[SHULHQFH�ORVVHV�GXH�WR�DGMDFHQW
GHYHORSPHQW�

�� $JULFXOWXUDO�&RPPLVVLRQHU
V�VWDII�LV�DYDLODEOH�IRU� WHVWLPRQ\�DW�SXEOLF�KHDULQJV
XSRQ�WKH�UHTXHVW�RI�WKH�%RDUG�RI�6XSHUYLVRUV��3ODQQLQJ�'HSDUWPHQW��(QYLURQPHQWDO
&RRUGLQDWRU��RU�FLW\�JRYHUQPHQW�

3URFHGXUDO�*XLGHOLQHV

,QWURGXFWLRQ

7\SH�DQG�H[WHQW�RI�DJULFXOWXUDO�XVH��]RQLQJ��VLWH�VSHFLILF�QRQ�FURS��IDFWRUV��DQG�WKH�QDWXUH�RI�WKH
ODQG�XVH�SURSRVDO�DUH�WKH�PRVW�VLJQLILFDQW�IDFWRUV�LQ�D�GHWHUPLQDWLRQ�RI�VLJQLILFDQW�ODQG�XVH�FRQIOLFW
DQG�VXEVHTXHQW�PLWLJDWLRQ�PHDVXUHV�
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�� $JULFXOWXUDO�8VH

$� ([WHQW�� � $Q� HYDOXDWLRQ� LV� PDGH� LI� H[LVWLQJ� DJULFXOWXUDO� XVH� LV� RI� D
�SURGXFWLRQ� DJULFXOWXUH�� VFRSH�� � 7KLV� GLIIHUHQWLDWHV� �KREE\� IDUPV��
�UDQFKHWWHV���RU�RWKHU�VPDOOHU�QRQ�FRPPHUFLDO�W\SH�DJULFXOWXUDO�XVHV�

%� 7\SH���)DUPLQJ�SUDFWLFHV�YDU\�FRQVLGHUDEO\�E\�W\SH�RI�DJULFXOWXUDO�XVH�
6XEVHTXHQWO\��ODQG�XVH�FRQIOLFW�GHWHUPLQDWLRQV�DQG�UHFRPPHQGHG�PLWLJDWLRQ
PHDVXUHV�DUH�RIWHQ�GLUHFWO\�UHODWHG�WR�WKH�W\SH�RI�DJULFXOWXUDO�XVH�SRWHQWLDOO\
LPSDFWHG�E\�WKH�UHIHUUHG�ODQG�XVH�SURSRVDO�

&� +LVWRULFDO�&XUUHQW�)XWXUH�� �$Q�HYDOXDWLRQ�PD\�EH�PDGH�FRQFHUQLQJ� WKH
VXLWDELOLW\�RI�D�SDUWLFXODU�SDUFHO�RU�DUHD�IRU�FHUWDLQ�W\SHV�RI�DJULFXOWXUDO
XVHV�

�� =RQLQJ

=RQLQJ�RQ�DJULFXOWXUDO�XVH�SDUFHOV�DGMDFHQW�QHDU�WKH�UHIHUUHG�ODQG�XVH�SURSRVDO�DUH
HYDOXDWHG���7KH�]RQLQJ�RI�WKH�UHIHUUHG�SDUFHOV�DQG�WKH�RYHUDOO�]RQLQJ�RI�WKH�DUHD
PD\�DOVR�EH�HYDOXDWHG�

$� 3DUFHOV�DGMDFHQW�WR�WKH�UHIHUUDO�SURMHFW��]RQHG�DJULFXOWXUH��ZLWK�DQ�H[LVWLQJ
RU�UHDOLVWLF�IXWXUH�DJULFXOWXUDO�XVH�QRUPDOO\�SURYLGHV�D�EDVLV�IRU�D�ODQG�XVH
FRQIOLFW�GHWHUPLQDWLRQ�DQG�VXEVHTXHQW�PLWLJDWLRQ�PHDVXUHV�

%� 3DUFHOV�DGMDFHQW�WR�WKH�UHIHUUDO�SURMHFW�]RQHG�IRU�GHYHORSPHQW��DQ\WKLQJ
RWKHU�WKDQ�DJULFXOWXUH�RU�RSHQ�VSDFH��PD\�SURYLGH�D�EDVLV�IRU�D�ODQG�XVH
FRQIOLFW�GHWHUPLQDWLRQ�RQO\�LI�D��SURGXFWLRQ�DJULFXOWXUH��XVH�H[LVWV�DW�WKH
WLPH�RI�HYDOXDWLRQ�

�� 6LWH�6SHFLILF�1RQ�&URS�)DFWRUV

9DULRXV� VLWH� VSHFLILF� IDFWRUV� DUH� HYDOXDWHG� DQG� SRWHQWLDOO\� XWLOL]HG� LQ� ODQG� XVH
FRQIOLFW� GHWHUPLQDWLRQV� DQG� PLWLJDWLRQ� PHDVXUHV�� � 7KHVH� LQFOXGH�� EXW� DUH� QRW
OLPLWHG� WR�� � WRSRJUDSK\�� SUHYDLOLQJ� ZLQG� GLUHFWLRQ�� QDWXUDO� VFUHHQLQJ� �H�J��
YHJHWDWLRQ��VWUHDP�FKDQQHOV���VRLO�W\SH��DQG�WKH�H[WHQW�RI�H[LVWLQJ�GHYHORSPHQW�

�� 1DWXUH�RI�WKH�3URSRVDO

6SHFLILF�IDFWRUV�UHODWHG�WR�WKH�UHIHUUHG�ODQG�XVH�SURSRVDO�WKDW�PD\�EH�VLJQLILFDQW
LQFOXGH��EXW�DUH�QRW�OLPLWHG�WR��SDUFHO�VL]H��FRQILJXUDWLRQ��GHQVLW\�RI�GHYHORSPHQW�
DQG�LQWHQGHG�W\SH�RI�ODQG�XVH�
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0LWLJDWLRQ�0HDVXUHV

2EMHFWLYH

%XLOGLQJ�VHWEDFNV��EXIIHUV��DQG�RU�VFUHHQLQJ�WHFKQLTXHV��ZDOOV��ODQGVFDSLQJ��HWF����DUH�XVHIXO�WR
LQFUHDVH� WKH� OLNHOLKRRG� RI� FRPSDWLELOLW\� EHWZHHQ� GHYHORSPHQW� �KRPHV�� VFKRROV�� HWF��� DQG
DJULFXOWXUDO�SURSHUW\���%XIIHUV�DUH�WKH�PRVW�HIIHFWLYH�PLWLJDWLRQ�PHDVXUH�

6FRSH

%XLOGLQJ�VHWEDFNV�VSHFLI\�GLVWDQFH�EHWZHHQ�DJULFXOWXUDO�SURSHUW\�DQG�IXWXUH�EXLOGLQJ�VLWHV���7KH
EXIIHU�ZLOO�DOORZ�IRU�VXFK�ODQG�XVHV�DV�ODQGVFDSLQJ��EDUQV��VWRUDJH�EXLOGLQJV��RUFKDUGV��SDVWXUHV�
HWF���ZKLOH�SURWHFWLQJ�WKH�DJULFXOWXUDO�XVH�DQG�WKH�SXEOLF
V�KHDOWK�DQG�VDIHW\�

7KH�&RXQW\�GRHV�QRW�KDYH�WKH�DXWKRULW\�WR�UHVWULFW�WKH�DJULFXOWXUDO�ODQG�XVH�LQ�RUGHU�WR�DFFRPSOLVK
WKH�UHFRPPHQGHG�EXIIHU���+RZHYHU��WKH�$JULFXOWXUDO�&RPPLVVLRQHU�GRHV�KDYH�WKH�DXWKRULW\��DQG
KDV�DW�WLPHV��LPSRVHG�VSUD\�EXIIHUV�DQG�RWKHU�UHVWULFWLRQV�WR�SHVW�PDQDJHPHQW�SUDFWLFHV�GXH�WR
GHYHORSPHQW�RU�RWKHU�SRWHQWLDO�KD]DUGV�QHDU�DJULFXOWXUDO�RSHUDWLRQV�

$JULFXOWXUDO�%XIIHU�'LVWDQFH�'HWHUPLQDWLRQV

�� *HQHUDO�*XLGHOLQHV

$� 'HWHUPLQDWLRQV�DUH�PDGH�EDVHG�RQ�DOO�UHOHYDQW�VLWH�DQG�SURMHFW�FULWHULD�
SUDFWLFDO�NQRZOHGJH�RI�DJULFXOWXUDO�SUDFWLFHV��WHFKQLFDO�OLWHUDWXUH��FRQWDFW
ZLWK� RWKHU� SURIHVVLRQDOV� ZLWKLQ� WKH� 8QLYHUVLW\�� LQGXVWU\�� JRYHUQPHQW
DJHQFLHV�DQG�WUDLQLQJ�

%� �0DUJLQ�RI� VDIHW\�� DQG��SUREDELOLW\��FRQFHSWV� DUH�XVHG� LQ�GHWHUPLQLQJ
VHWEDFN�GLVWDQFHV�

&� 7KH�GHSDUWPHQW
V�ODQG�XVH�UHSRUWV�ZLOO�LGHQWLI\��UHFRPPHQGHG�PLWLJDWLRQ
PHDVXUHV�DQG�ZLOO�QRW�SURYLGH�DOWHUQDWLYHV�

'� ([LVWLQJ� GZHOOLQJV� DGMDFHQW� WR� DJULFXOWXUDO� XVH�PD\� DOUHDG\� QHJDWLYHO\
LPSDFW� DJULFXOWXUH�� � %XIIHU� PLWLJDWLRQV� GHDO� ZLWK� UHGXFLQJ� IXWXUH� RU
DGGLWLRQDO� LPSDFWV� DQG�DUHQ
W�QHFHVVDULO\� DIIHFWHG�E\�H[LVWLQJ�GZHOOLQJV
XQOHVV�WKH�H[WHQW�RI�H[LVWLQJ�GHYHORSPHQW�LV�VXFK�WKDW�WKH�SURSRVDO�GRHV�QRW
VLJQLILFDQWO\�ZRUVHQ�WKH�ODQG�XVH�FRQIOLFW�DOUHDG\�SUHVHQW�

�� %XIIHU�'LVWDQFH�5DQJHV�E\�&URS

$JULFXOWXUDO� SUDFWLFHV� DVVRFLDWHG� ZLWK� WKH� SURGXFWLRQ� RI� FURSV� DUH� WKH� PRVW
LPSRUWDQW�FRQWULEXWLQJ�IDFWRU�WR�ODQG�XVH�FRQIOLFW�ZKHQ�GHYHORSPHQW�RFFXUV�LQ�FORVH
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SUR[LPLW\�WR�DJULFXOWXUDO�DUHDV���6LQFH�SURGXFWLRQ�SUDFWLFHV�YDU\�FRQVLGHUDEO\�E\
W\SH� RI� FURS�� EXIIHU� GLVWDQFHV�PD\� YDU\� DFFRUGLQJO\�� �5DQJHV� LQ� GLVWDQFH� DUH
QHFHVVDU\�GXH�WR�WKH�LQIOXHQFH�WKDW�VLWH�RU�SURMHFW�VSHFLILF�IDFWRUV�PD\�KDYH�

%XIIHU�'LVWDQFH�5DQJH�E\�&URS

7\SH�RI�$JULFXOWXUDO�8VH %XIIHU�'LVWDQFH�5DQJH

9LQH\DUG ����������IHHW
,UULJDWHG�RUFKDUGV ����������IHHW
,UULJDWHG�YHJHWDEOHV�DQG�EHUULHV ����������IHHW
)LHOG�&URSV ����������IHHW
'U\�IDUP�DOPRQGV ����������IHHW
5DQJHODQG�SDVWXUH ���������IHHW
:KROHVDOH�QXUVHULHV ����������IHHW
$QLPDO�+XVEDQGU\ 6HH�/�8�(�

6LWH� VSHFLILF�QRQ�FURS� IDFWRUV� DQG�SURSRVDO� VSHFLILFDWLRQV�RIWHQ�DIIHFW� WKH� ILQDO
EXIIHU� GLVWDQFH� UHFRPPHQGDWLRQ� ZLWKLQ� WKH� DERYH� UDQJH�� � 2WKHU� PLWLJDWLRQ
PHDVXUHV�VXFK�DV�VFUHHQLQJ��PD\�DOVR�DIIHFW�EXIIHU�GLVWDQFH�UHFRPPHQGDWLRQV�
6LJQLILFDQW�RYHUULGLQJ�IDFWRUV�FRXOG�MXVWLI\�EXIIHUV�RXWVLGH�WKH�LQGLFDWHG�UDQJH�

�� %XIIHUV�DQG�'HYHORSPHQW�3RWHQWLDO

3RWHQWLDO�GHYHORSPHQW�HQWLWOHPHQW�RQ�WKH�UHIHUUHG�ODQG�XVH�SURSRVDO�ZLOO�DOZD\V�EH
FRQVLGHUHG���+RZHYHU��ZLWK�FHUWDLQ�W\SHV�RI�SURGXFWLRQ�DJULFXOWXUDO�FURS�XVHV�RQ
DJULFXOWXUDO�]RQHG�ODQG��WKH�DQDO\VLV�PD\�OHDG�WR�D�UHFRPPHQGDWLRQ�WR��GHQ\�D
SRUWLRQ�RU�DOO�RI�D�SURSRVDO��UHGHVLJQ�WKH�SURMHFW�WR�PLWLJDWH�LPSDFWV��RU�SURMHFW
SKDVLQJ���

�� =RQLQJ�DQG�%XIIHUV

$� (IIHFW�RI�$JULFXOWXUDO�8VH�=RQLQJ�RQ�3URMHFW�0LWLJDWLRQ�
�

7KH�]RQLQJ�RQ�DJULFXOWXUDO�XVH�SDUFHOV�DGMDFHQW�WR�WKH�SURSRVHG�ODQG�XVH
UHIHUUDO�PD\�DIIHFW�EXIIHU�GHWHUPLQDWLRQV�

7KH�IROORZLQJ�WDEOH�DSSOLHV�WR�WKH�]RQLQJ�RI�SDUFHOV�SRWHQWLDOO\�DIIHFWHG�E\
SURSRVHG�SURMHFWV���7KHVH�SDUFHOV�XVXDOO\�DGMRLQ�WKH�SURSRVHG�SURMHFW��EXW
PD\� DOVR� HQFRPSDVV� RWKHU� SDUFHOV� LQ� WKH� QHDUE\� DUHD� �UHJLRQDO
FRQVLGHUDWLRQV��
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���$GMDFHQW�3DUFHO 3URMHFW�3DUFHO�0LWLJDWLRQ�

����'HYHORSPHQW
%XIIHUV�0D\�%H ����(QWLWOHPHQW

=RQLQJ $J�8VH �5HFRPPHQGHG�� �3RVVLEO\�(IIHFWHG�

$J��=RQH 3URGXFWLRQ <HV �<HV
$J��8VH

$J��=RQH 3ULPH�6RLOV <HV �<HV

$J��=RQH 5HDOLVWLF
)XWXUH�$J��8VH <HV �1R

1RQ�$J��=RQH 3URGXFWLRQ
$J��8VH <HV 
<HV

1RQ�$J��=RQH 1RQ�3URGXFWLRQ
$J��8VH 1R �1R

1RQ�$J��=RQH 5HDOLVWLF�)XWXUH�
3URG��$J��8VH 1R �1R


3URGXFWLRQ�DJULFXOWXUDO�XVH�SDUFHOV�LQ�QRQ�DJULFXOWXUDO]RQHV�ZKLFK�KDYH�KLVWRULF
DJULFXOWXUDO� YDOXH�� SULPH� VRLOV�� RU� RWKHU� XQLTXH� DJULFXOWXUDO� FKDUDFWHULVWLFV��ZLOO
UHFHLYH��WKH�VDPH�OHYHO�RI�UHFRPPHQGHG�PLWLJDWLRQ�SURWHFWLRQ�DV�GR�DJULFXOWXUDO
]RQHG�SDUFHOV�

)RU� RWKHU� SURGXFWLRQ� DJ� XVH� SDUFHOV� LQ� QRQ�DJULFXOWXUDO� ]RQHV�� SUHIHUUHG� EXIIHU
GLVWDQFHV�PD\�QHHG�WR�EH�UHGXFHG�WR�DOORZ�IRU�SRWHQWLDO�GHYHORSPHQW�HQWLWOHPHQW�
)DFWRUV�ZKLFK�WKHQ�DUH�HYDOXDWHG�WR�UHGXFH�WKH�EXIIHU�DUH���WKH�VPDOOHVW�SDUFHO�VL]H
HQWLWOHG�E\�WKH�]RQLQJ�RQ�WKH�VXEMHFW�SURSHUW\��ORFDWLQJ�D�UHDVRQDEOH�EXLOGLQJ�VLWH��RU
UHFRQILJXUDWLRQ�
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%� 8VH�RI�3URMHFW�0LWLJDWLRQ�RQ�$JULFXOWXUDOO\�=RQHG�3DUFHOV

%XIIHUV�ZLOO�RQO\�EH�UHFRPPHQGHG�RQ�SDUFHOV�]RQHG�DJULFXOWXUH�ZKLFK�DUH
XQGHU� ��� DFUHV� LQ� VL]H� �VXEVWDQGDUG� VL]HG� ORWV� FRPPRQO\� NQRZQ� DV
DQWLTXDWHG� VXEGLYLVLRQV��� �0D[LPXP�DSSURSULDWH� EXIIHU� GLVWDQFH�ZLWKLQ
DSSURYHG� UDQJHV� ZLOO� EH� UHFRPPHQGHG�� EXW� GLVWDQFHV� PD\� QHHG� WR� EH
UHGXFHG�WR�DOORZ�IRU�UHDVRQDEOH�KRPH�VLWHV�RQ�H[LVWLQJ�SDUFHOV�

6SHFLILF�6LWXDWLRQDO�,VVXHV

�� :KHQ� EXIIHUV� DUH� UHFRPPHQGHG� IRU� SURSRVHG� ODQG� XVH� SURMHFWV� DGMDFHQW� WR
SURGXFWLRQ� DJULFXOWXUH� RQ� QRQ�DJULFXOWXUDOO\� ]RQHG� SURSHUW\�� WKH� UHSRUW� ZLOO
QRUPDOO\�VWDWH�� ��,Q� WKH�HYHQW� IDUPLQJ�RQ� WKH�DGMDFHQW�DJULFXOWXUDO� ODQG�XVH� LV
GLVFRQWLQXHG�LQ�WKH�IXWXUH��WKH�SRWHQWLDO�IRU�VLJQLILFDQW�ODQG�XVH�FRQIOLFW�PD\�FHDVH
DQG�WKH�PLWLJDWLRQ�PHDVXUHV�PD\�QRW�EH�QHFHVVDU\��

�� &RQFHUQLQJ�VFUHHQLQJ��WKH�GHSDUWPHQW�ZLOO�QRW�UHFRPPHQG�WKH�VSHFLILF�W\SH�RI
SODQW�PDWHULDO�RU�FRQVWUXFWLRQ�PDWHULDO�IRU�D�ZDOO�RU�IHQFH��EXW�PD\�VWDWH�REMHFWLYHV
DQG�HYDOXDWH�WKH�DSSOLFDQWV�ZULWWHQ�SURSRVDO�

�� 2UJDQLF�IDUPLQJ�SUDFWLFHV�ZLOO�QRW�W\SLFDOO\�LQIOXHQFH�PLWLJDWLRQ�PHDVXUHV�

�� 3URSRVHG� LQGXVWULDO� ODQG� XVHV� DGMDFHQW� WR� DJULFXOWXUDO� DUHDV� PD\� DOVR� SUHVHQW
VLJQLILFDQW�ODQG�XVH�FRQIOLFW���6SHFLILF�W\SHV�RI�LQGXVWULDO�XVH�ZLOO�EH�HYDOXDWHG�RQ
D�FDVH�E\�FDVH�EDVLV�WKURXJK�WKH�QRUPDO�UHIHUUDO�SURFHVV�

�� /DQG�XVH� FRQIOLFW�PD\�EH� VLJQLILFDQWO\� UHGXFHG� LI� WKH� DJULFXOWXUDO� XVH� DQG� WKH
SURSRVHG�XVH�LV�RZQHG�RSHUDWHG�E\�WKH�VDPH�SDUW\��HJ���:LQHU\�RU�D�URDGVLGH�VWDQG
DGGHG�WR�DQ�H[LVWLQJ�DJULFXOWXUDO�RSHUDWLRQ��

�� +RPH�VLWHV�WKDW�DOUHDG\�H[LVW�ZLWKLQ�D��EXIIHU�]RQH��DUH�QRW�HIIHFWHG�E\�WKH�EXIIHU
UHVWULFWLRQV���%XIIHUV�ZLOO�RQO\�HIIHFW�ORFDWLRQ�RI�QHZ�KRPH�VLWHV���0RELOH�KRPHV
DUH�FRQVLGHUHG�KRPH�VLWHV�DQG�VXEVHTXHQWO\�FDQ�EH�UHSODFHG�E\�SHUPDQHQW�KRPH
FRQVWUXFWLRQ�ZLWKLQ� WKH� EXIIHU� ]RQH�� � 3HUPDQHQW� KRPH� UHSODFHPHQW� �H�J��� ILUH
GHVWUXFWLRQ��ZRXOG�DOVR�EH�XQDIIHFWHG�E\�WKH�EXIIHU�
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AGRICULTURAL BUFFER POLICES AND PROCEDURES 
 
 
Policy Statement 
 
It is the policy of the Agricultural Commissioner and Planning Director through the county's 
Agriculture and Open Space Element to: 
           

1. Promote and protect agriculture 
 

2. Protect the public's health and safety 
        

3. Provide the Board of Supervisors, LAFCO, School Districts, and City Councils 
with technical information, assistance, and buffer recommendations to address land 
use compatibility and issues affecting agriculture. 

 
Objectives 
 
The Agricultural Commissioner will evaluate referrals to determine if potential “significant land 
use conflict” between agricultural lands and non-agricultural lands will occur with the proposed 
project.  The basis for the determination and recommended mitigation measures will be provided 
in a written report.  Determinations and recommendations are advisory and made on a site-specific 
basis within the established buffer policies and procedures. 
 
Buffers Reduce Land Use Conflict from: 
 

1. Pesticide Use 
 

A. Provides for a margin of safety for the public and sensitive non-target areas. 
B. Reduces the need for spray buffers or other governmental restrictions, which 

negatively impact agriculture. 
C. Helps maintain the feasibility of pesticide use as a tool for agriculture. 
D. Reduces local neighbor conflict and complaints to agriculturalist and 

government agencies. 
 

2. Noise and Night time lighting 
 

A. Reduces the potential for nuisance from a variety of agricultural sources 
such as bird frightening devices, pumps, heavy equipment, wind machines, 
etc. 

B. Reduces local neighbor conflict and complaints to governmental agencies. 
C. Reduces the disturbance from noise and light associated with night 

harvesting. 
 

COUNTY OF SAN LUIS OBISPO 
Department of Agriculture/Measurement Standards 
 
2156 SIERRA WAY, SUITE A, SAN LUIS OBISPO, CALIFORNIA    93401-4556 
ROBERT F. LILLEY                                                        (805) 781-5910 
AGRICULTURAL COMMISSIONER/SEALER       FAX: (805) 781-1035 
                     AgCommSLO@co.slo.ca.us 
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3. Dust 
 
A. Creates distance or screening for dust to settle out before affecting homes or 

people. 
 

4. Trespass/Vandalism/Theft/Litter/Liability 
 

A. Helps reduce the potential negative impact that people and pets can have on 
agricultural property. 

B.  Helps reduce the impact that stray livestock can have on neighbor’s 
property. 

 
5. Rodent Control 

 
A. Helps maintain the use of agricultural rodent control materials, which may 

be otherwise prohibited in close proximity to homes, schools, and other 
urban areas. 

B. Reduces the likelihood of accidental poisoning of pets. 
 

6. Agricultural Burns 
 

A. Helps maintain agricultural burning as a cultural management tool.  
Otherwise, burns may be prohibited or further regulated if dwellings are 
built too close to agricultural property. 

B. Protects the public's health and safety. 
 

7. Beekeepers 
 

A. Helps preserve the use of bees for honey production and pollination.  
Otherwise, beekeepers may be forced to move hive sets out of agricultural 
areas due to close proximity to urban areas. 

B. Protects the public’s health and safety from bees searching for food and 
water. 

 
8. Erosion and Development Impacts 

 
A. Reduces the sources of soil erosion in agricultural areas from development 

activities on adjacent lands. 
B. Reduces impacts on agriculture from flooding and siltation. 

 
9. Harborage and introduction of agricultural disease and pests 
 

A. Protects agriculture by reducing the incident of insect and diseases moving 
from backyard situations to adjacent agriculture.  

 
 10. Other sources of land use conflict unique to certain situations. 
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Referral Process 
               

1. The Agricultural Commissioner's office responds to referrals sent by the Planning 
Department, Public Works, LAFCO, School Districts, or city government.  Issues 
usually relate to proposed development, land divisions, lot line adjustments, zoning 
or general plan changes adjacent to or in the vicinity of existing agricultural land 
use.  Responses are in writing and advisory only. 

 
2. An on-site evaluation shall be conducted with the applicant and/or agent.  Nearby 

agricultural operators are contacted whenever possible. 
 

3. Existing agricultural use, within an appropriate range, is evaluated for potential 
significant land use conflict with the proposal.  Realistic future agricultural uses on 
agricultural zoned parcels shall also be considered. 

 
4. Buffer determinations and other mitigation measures are made on a case-by-case 

basis considering established buffer distance ranges and all relevant factors. 
Countywide standards or minimum setback distances are used only when specified 
in the LUO.  However, this procedural guideline is followed to provide for 
maximum consistency. 

             
5. Recommended mitigation measures are subject to review and modification by the 

department as long as the margin of safety is maintained, potential nuisance issues 
are adequately addressed and potential land use conflict is maintained at a level 
below significance. 

 
6. Agricultural Commissioner land use reports shall also identify potential land use 

conflicts and negative impacts to agriculture in situations, which may be partially or 
not at all mitigated.  Even with buffer setbacks, etc., agriculturalists may be further 
restricted in their production practices or experience losses due to adjacent 
development. 

 
7. Agricultural Commissioner's staff is available for testimony at public hearings upon 

the request of the Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission, Subdivision Review 
Board, Planning and Building Department, LAFCO, or city government. 
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Procedural Guidelines 
 
Introduction 
 
The type and extent of agricultural use, zoning, site specific non-crop factors, and the nature of the 
land use proposal are the most significant factors in a determination of significant land use conflict 
and subsequent mitigation measures. 
 

1. Agricultural Use 
 

A. Extent:  An evaluation is made if existing agricultural use is of a "production 
agriculture" scope.  This differentiates "hobby farms", "ranchettes", or other 
smaller non-commercial type agricultural uses. 

B. Type:  Farming practices vary considerably by type of agricultural use.  
Subsequently, land use conflict determinations and recommended mitigation 
measures are often directly related to the type of agricultural use potentially 
impacted by the referred land use proposal. 

C. Historical/Current/Future:  An evaluation shall be made concerning the 
suitability of a particular parcel or area for certain types of agricultural uses. 

 
2. Zoning 

 
Zoning on agricultural use parcels adjacent/near the referred land use proposal are 
evaluated.  The zoning of the referred parcels and the overall zoning of the area may 
also be evaluated.  (See Table 2, Page 7) 

 
A. Parcels adjacent to the referral project, zoned agriculture, with an existing or 

realistic future agricultural use normally provides a basis for a land use 
conflict determination and subsequent mitigation measures. 

B. Parcels adjacent to the referral project not zoned agriculture may provide a 
basis for a land use conflict determination only if a "production agriculture" 
use exists at the time of evaluation. 

 
3. Site Specific Non-Crop Factors 

 
Various site-specific factors are evaluated and potentially utilized in land use 
conflict determinations and mitigation measures.  These include, but are not limited 
to:  topography, prevailing wind direction, natural screening (e.g.; vegetation, 
stream channels), soil type, location of existing roads, and the extent of existing 
development. 

 
 4. Nature of the Proposal 
 

Specific factors related to the referred land use proposal that may be significant 
include, but are not limited to: parcel size, configuration, density of development, 
and intended type of land use.  Developments, which include dwellings or schools, 
may need larger buffers than businesses where the presence of people may be 
limited. 
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Mitigation Measures 
 
Objective 
 
Building setbacks (buffers) and/or screening techniques (walls, landscaping, etc.), are useful to 
increase the likelihood of compatibility between development (homes, schools, etc.) and 
agricultural property.  Buffer distances are the most effective mitigation measure. 
      
Scope 
 
The buffer is placed on the developer’s property and will be recorded as a distance from the 
property line to the proposed occupied structure.  However, the total buffer distance calculation 
and recommendation is measured from proposed occupied structure to the edge of the agricultural 
operation.  The buffer will allow for such land uses as landscaping, barns, storage buildings, 
orchards, pastures, etc., while protecting the agricultural use and the public's health and safety. 
 
The County does not have the authority to restrict the agricultural land use in order to accomplish 
the recommended buffer.  However, the Agricultural Commissioner does have the authority, and 
has at times, imposed spray buffers and other restrictions to pest management practices due to 
development or other potential hazards near agricultural operations. 
 
Agricultural Buffer Distance Determinations 
 

1. General Guidelines 
 

A. Determinations are made within this policy based on all relevant site and 
project criteria, practical knowledge of agricultural practices, technical 
literature, contact with other professionals within the University, industry, 
government agencies and training. 

 
B. "Margin of safety" and "probability" concepts are used in determining 

setback distances. 
 

C. The department's land use reports will identify recommended mitigation 
measures and will not provide alternatives. 

 
D. Existing dwellings or other development adjacent to agricultural use may 

already negatively impact agriculture.  Buffer mitigations address reducing 
future or additional impacts and aren't necessarily affected by existing 
dwellings unless the extent of existing development is such that the proposal 
does not significantly worsen the land use conflict already present. 

 
2. Buffer Distance Ranges by Crop 

 
Agricultural practices associated with the production of crops are the most 
important contributing factor to land use conflict when development occurs in close 
proximity to agricultural areas.  Since production practices vary considerably by 
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type of crop, buffer distances may vary accordingly.  Ranges in distance are 
necessary due to the influence that site or project specific factors may have. 

 
 Buffer Distance Range by Crop 

Table 1 
 

 Type of Agricultural Use Buffer Distance Range 

1. Intensive Agricultural Uses  

 Vineyards 200 - 600 feet 
 Irrigated orchards 200 - 600 feet 
 Irrigated vegetables and berries 200 - 600 feet 
 Irrigated Forage and Field Crops 100 - 400 feet 
 Wholesale nurseries - Outdoors 100 - 500 feet 
 Greenhouses  100 - 300 feet  

2.  Non-Intensive Agricultural Uses  

 Dry farm field crops, orchards and vineyards 100 - 200 feet 
 Rangeland/pasture 50 - 200 feet 

 
Site-specific non-crop factors (such as topography, prevailing wind direction, and 
elevation differences) and proposal specifications often affect the final buffer 
distance recommendation within the ranges listed above in Number 1 and 2.  
Significant overriding factors or land unsuitable for agricultural use could justify 
recorded buffers less than the indicated range. 

 
3. Buffers and Development Potential 

 
Potential development on the referred land use proposal will always be considered.  
However, with certain types of production agricultural crop uses as defined in Table 
2 below on agricultural zoned land, the analysis may lead to a recommendation to 
alter the project.   

 
4. Zoning and Buffers 

 
A. Affect of Agricultural Use Zoning on Project Mitigation. 

  
The zoning on agricultural use parcels adjacent to the proposed land use 
referral may affect buffer determinations. 
 
The following table applies to the zoning of parcels potentially affected by 
proposed projects.  These parcels usually adjoin the proposed project, but 
may also encompass other parcels in the nearby area (regional 
considerations). 
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Zoning and Buffer Recommendations 
Table 2 

  

Adjacent Parcel Project Parcel 
Mitigation 

Zoning Ag Use Buffers May Be 
Recommended 

Proposed Development 
Possibly Affected 

Ag. Zone Production Ag. Use Yes Yes 
Ag. Zone Prime Soils Yes Yes 
Ag. Zone Realistic Future Ag. Use Yes No 
Non-Ag. Zone Production Ag. Use Yes *Yes 
Non-Ag. Zone Non-production Ag. Use No No 
Non-Ag. Zone Realistic Future 

Production Ag. Use 
No No 

 
*Production agricultural use parcels in non-agricultural zones which have 
historic agricultural value, prime soils, or other unique agricultural 
characteristics, will receive the same level of recommended mitigation 
protection as do agricultural zoned parcels. 

 
B. Use of Project Mitigation on Agriculturally Zoned Parcels 

 
Typically, buffers are not necessary on parcels zoned agriculture.  However, 
buffers will be recommended on parcels zoned agriculture which are under 
20 acres in size (substandard sized lots commonly known as antiquated 
subdivisions).  Maximum appropriate buffer distance within approved 
ranges will be recommended, but distances may need to be reduced to allow 
for reasonable home sites on existing parcels.   
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Specific Situational Issues 
 

1. When buffers are recommended for proposed land use projects adjacent to 
production agriculture on non-agriculturally zoned property, the report will 
normally state:  The buffer shall become null and void if future development on 
adjacent parcel(s) precludes production agriculture.”  Such a determination shall be 
made in consultation with the Department of Agriculture. 

 
2. The Agricultural Commissioner will not recommend the specific type of plant 

material or construction material for a wall or fence for screening purposes, but may 
state objectives and evaluate the applicants written proposal. 

 
3. Organic farming practices will not typically influence mitigation measures. 

 
4. Proposed industrial land uses adjacent to agricultural areas may also present 

significant land use conflict.  Specific types of industrial use will be evaluated on a 
case-by-case basis through the normal referral process. 

 
5. Land use conflict may be significantly reduced if the agricultural use and the 

proposed use is owned/operated by the same party (e.g., winery or a roadside stand 
added to an existing agricultural operation.) 

 
 6. Occupied structure(s) that already exist within a "buffer zone" are not affected by 

the buffer restrictions.  Buffers will only affect the location of proposed occupied 
structures.  Mobile homes are considered home sites and subsequently can be 
replaced by permanent home construction within the buffer zone.  Permanent home 
replacement (e.g., fire destruction) would also be unaffected by the buffer. 

  
Disclosure 
 
The agricultural buffer document will be duly recorded in the chain of title of the subject property. 
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Agricultural Element

Chapter 7

AGRICULTURAL ELEMENT

Agriculture is the leading industry in Stanislaus County generating an annual gross agricultural
value in excess of a billion dollars into the local economy.  This initial value of farm production has
a ripple, or multiplier, effect in the economy by generating related activities such as food
processing, retail and wholesale trade, marketing, transportation, and related services.  Located
in the Central Valley, which has long been known as California’s agricultural heartland, Stanislaus
County consistently ranks among the top ten agricultural counties in the state.  Stanislaus County
also plays a major role in agriculture at the national level, based on market value of agricultural
product sold. 

The success of agriculture in Stanislaus County is largely due to our favorable climate and the flat,
fertile soils that comprise the resource base of our biggest industry.  The availability of affordable,
high quality irrigation water and low-cost electrical power also  gives local agriculture a competitive
advantage.  Agriculture in Stanislaus County is characterized by a broad diversity of commodities.
While overall production trends for leading commodities have continued to grow, these trends are
not always reflective of the overall health of agriculture in Stanislaus County. 

The same elements that make Stanislaus County so well suited for agriculture – favorable climate,
flat land, available water and low-cost power – also make the County attractive for urban
development.  Like other areas of the Central Valley, the County has become a magnet for those
in search of affordable housing within commuting distance of the San Francisco Bay Area and other
major employment centers.

Confronted with unprecedented population growth, diminishing agricultural resources, and
increased production costs, it can no longer be assumed local agriculture will always be a major
supplier to the nation with fresh fruits and vegetables and remain the mainstay of our economy.
The challenge of solving the problems confronting agriculture in Stanislaus County requires the
coordinated efforts of both government and private citizens.  The goals to sustain a healthy
agricultural economy, conserve our agricultural land, and protect our natural resources are goals
for which our community as a whole can strive, from which our community as a whole will benefit.

Purpose

The purpose of the Agricultural Element is to promote and protect local agriculture through the
adoption of policies designed to achieve three main goals:

1. Strengthen the agricultural sector of our economy.
2. Conserve our agricultural lands for agricultural uses.
3. Protect the natural resources that sustain agriculture in Stanislaus County.  

The policies are intended to provide clear guidelines for County decision-making.  The policies also
are intended to express the County's commitment to specific programs and strategies that will
ensure the continued success of our agricultural industry and productivity of our agricultural lands.

Global-Agricultural Resources, Indirect-Attachment A



7-2

Focus

The overall focus of the Agricultural Element is on the mitigation of negative economic and
environmental impacts to agricultural land and the natural resources needed to support local
agriculture.  The Agricultural Element establishes policies to protect the economy of Stanislaus
County by minimizing conflicts between agriculture, the environment, and urban development.  By
minimizing the impacts of urbanization on agriculture, the County will help protect local agriculture
and ensure its continued success.

Scope

This document represents a broad-based effort to analyze the status of local agriculture, address
agricultural issues, consolidate existing County policies and propose strategies to solve problems
that exist.  Not limited to land use issues, this document goes beyond the scope of most agricultural
elements to include strategies for economic development and resource protection related to
agriculture.  Because of its comprehensive approach, this document can be considered a strategic
plan for agriculture in Stanislaus County.

Authority & Relationship to Other General Plan Elements

In recognition of the importance of agriculture to our local economy, the Stanislaus County General
Plan includes an Agricultural Element to promote and protect local agriculture.  Under Section
65303 of the California Government Code, optional elements of the General Plan, are authorized
but not mandated by the state legislature.  The Agricultural Element is coordinated with several
other elements of the General Plan and must be consistent with the entire General Plan.  It interacts
primarily with agriculture-related policies of the Land Use, Conservation/Open Space, and Housing
Elements.  To avoid duplication, policies in these elements that affect or relate to agriculture are
not repeated in this element.  However, such policies are cross-referenced whenever appropriate.
The policies in this document have the same legal status as any state-mandated element of the
general plan.

Review Period

The adoption of the Agricultural Element reflects the County’s commitment for a strong agricultural
economy.  As a means of insuring the goals, objectives, policies, and implementation measures of
this document remain relevant to the needs of local agriculture, periodic review of the this document
is required.  Adoption of this document includes a commitment to reviewing it every five years.
Reviews shall be conducted by the Agricultural Advisory Board with assistance from both the
County Agricultural Commissioners Office and the Planning Department.   
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GOAL ONE

Strengthen the agricultural sector of our economy.

Growth in Stanislaus County is both an opportunity for local agriculture and a threat to its stability.
There are opportunities to expand markets for local agricultural products and opportunities for the
expansion of existing businesses and the formation of new enterprises.  However, growth typically
results in increased conflicts between farm and non-farm residents as well as contributing to the
loss of productive farmland, the deterioration of air quality, increased competition for water supplies
and other resource problems.

Goal One addresses these opportunities and threats by presenting strategies for agriculture-related
economic development.  These strategies include ways to improve marketing and promotion,
provide education and technical assistance, minimize conflicts between farm and non-farm
residents, provide adequate housing for farm workers, and ensure food safety.

Because many of these issues are not unique to Stanislaus County alone, but involve the entire
Central Valley, the close cooperation of local governments through a voluntary multi-county
association or confederation is essential for the continued success of agriculture and the health of
our regional economy as a whole.

Objective Number 1.1: Enhance the marketing and promotion of agriculture in
Stanislaus County

The ability to market and promote agriculture on both a county-wide and farm level is essential to
the success of agriculture in Stanislaus County.  Direct marketing is one method farmers can use
to gain market control, but for many crops a local infrastructure for marketing and promotion is
needed for success.  This local infrastructure is comprised of land, services, and the workforce
needed for support industries such as food-processors, manufactures, distributers, suppliers, and
retailers.  A key factor to attracting and retaining the necessary infrastructure includes a strong local
focus on economic development.

Stanislaus County plays an active role in economic development through its participation with
private industry in efforts to add value to existing local economic development programs.  The ability
to market the productivity of agriculture in Stanislaus County is essential to the development of the
support industry needed to enhance the sales of agricultural products.  Marketing boards for the
various agricultural commodities grown and raised in Stanislaus County serve as a link between
the farmer, processor, and consumer.  

Efforts to highlight the rich agricultural heritage of Stanislaus County help to bridge the gap between
consumers and farmers by promoting the value of agriculture to the community as a whole.  With
the increase in population, the majority of Stanislaus County citizens now reside in urban areas.
Clearly community education of farming practices and the economic role of agriculture is important
to the long-term health of agriculture as an industry in Stanislaus County. Direct marketing provides
an opportunity for farmers to deliver their products directly to consumers, while allowing the farmer
to maximize revenues. 
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The County supports direct marketing opportunities through the permitting of produce stands and
produce markets meeting adopted standards and incidental retail sales and tasting rooms in
conjunction with authorized agricultural processing facilities in the agricultural zoning district.  For
many consumers farm-based direct marketing offers them their only physical connection to
agriculture.  However, to limit the potential for conflict, the county must take measures to insure
direct marketing is conducted in a manner which promotes the health, safety, and welfare of both
county residents and agricultural business in the county. 

In addition to a strong local market, a strong export market for Stanislaus County agricultural
products is a key element to sustaining our agricultural economy.  Each year an increasing amount
of agricultural products grown in and raised in Stanislaus County are shipped worldwide.  Economic
development efforts assist companies interested in exporting local agricultural products.  In addition
to local efforts, the County encourages state and federal efforts to expand agricultural export
programs.

Policy 1.1

Efforts to promote the location of new agriculture-related business and industry in Stanislaus
County shall be supported.

Implementation Measure

1. The County shall continue to participate in economic development efforts to bring new
agriculture-related business and industry to Stanislaus County
Responsible Departments: Board of Supervisors

Policy 1.2

The marketing and promotion of local agricultural products shall be encouraged.

Implementation Measures

1. The County shall continue to implement existing ordinance provisions relating to direct-
marketing of locally grown produce. 
Responsible Departments: Agricultural Commissioner,  Department of

Environmental Resources, Planning Department,
Planning Commission, Board of Supervisors

2. The County shall encourage efforts to establish direct marketing programs and a market
identity for Stanislaus County.
Responsible Departments: Planning Department, Chief Executive Office and Board

of Supervisors

3. The County shall encourage the presence of agricultural marketing boards in Stanislaus
County.
Responsible Departments: Planning Department, Chief Executive Office and Board

of Supervisors

Policy 1.3

Efforts to expand markets for the export of local agricultural products shall be encouraged.
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Implementation Measure

1. The County shall support and encourage efforts to create and expand export programs
which seek to expand markets for commodities produced in Stanislaus County.
Responsible Departments: Agricultural Commissioners Office, Board of

Supervisors.

Objective Number 1.2: Support the development of agriculture-related uses

Given its broad diversity, Stanislaus County agriculture involves a variety of commercial and
industrial activities and requires a range of supplies and services.  Roadside stands, processing
services, maintenance and repair of farm machinery and equipment, custom farming services and
similar agriculture-related uses are all important for the success of agriculture.

Some of these activities and support services may be most appropriately located on agricultural
lands, where they are convenient and accessible to farmers and ranchers.  On the other hand,
some of these uses may interfere with agricultural operations.  The determination of which
commercial activities and support services belong on agricultural lands depends on their connection
to agriculture, the potential for conflicts, the size, scale and adaptability of the use, and the amount
of land lost to farming.

The A-2 (General Agriculture) zoning district of the County Zoning Ordinance encourages vertical
integration of agriculture by organizing uses requiring use permits into three tiers based on the type
of uses and their relationship to agriculture.  Tier one includes uses closely related to agriculture
such as nut hulling and drying, wholesale nurseries, and warehouses for storage of grain and other
farm produce grown on-site or in proximity to the site.  Tier two includes uses such as agricultural
service establishments serving the immediately surrounding area and agricultural processing plants
of limited scale.  Tier three includes uses that are not directly related to agriculture but may be
necessary to serve the A-2 district or difficult to locate in urban areas.  Since tier three uses can be
people-intensive and thus can adversely impact agriculture, they are generally directed to lands
within LAFCO-adopted Spheres of Influence.  

Agricultural service establishments designed to serve the immediate area and agricultural
processing plants such as wineries and canneries are allowed when the Planning Commission finds
that (1) they will not be substantially detrimental to or in conflict with the agricultural use of other
property in the vicinity; (2) the establishment as proposed will not create a concentration of
commercial and industrial uses in the vicinity; and (3) it is necessary and desirable for such
establishment to be located within the agricultural area as opposed to areas zoned commercial or
industrial.  Limited visitor-serving commercial uses including retail sales, tasting rooms and/or
facilities for on-site consumption of agricultural products are allowed in conjunction with agricultural
processing facilities.

In general, agricultural service establishments can be difficult to evaluate due to their wide diversity
of service types and service areas.  This diversity often leads to requests for uses which provide
both agricultural and non-agricultural services and/or have a wide-spread service area.  Maintaining
a focus on production agriculture is key to evaluating agricultural service establishments in the
agricultural area.  In order to control the scale and intensity of processing facilities, such as wineries
and canneries, the County requires such facilities in the agricultural area to show a direct
connection to production agriculture in Stanislaus County and applies limitations on the number of
employees. 
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Visitor-serving commercial uses can be especially problematic.  Direct marketing and promotion
of local products is beneficial to the agricultural industry, yet the people who come to enjoy the rural
setting may interfere with necessary farming practices.  This "people versus practice" conflict makes
it necessary to limit the location and intensity of visitor-serving commercial uses in agricultural
areas.

Policy 1.4

Limited visitor-serving commercial uses shall be permissible in agricultural areas if they promote
agriculture and are secondary and incidental to the area's agricultural production.

Policy 1.5

Agricultural service establishments shall be permissible in agricultural areas if they are designed
to serve production agriculture in the immediately surrounding area as opposed to having a
widespread service area, and if they will not be detrimental to agricultural use of other property in
the vicinity.

Policy 1.6

Processing facilities and storage facilities for agricultural products either grown or processed on the
site shall be permissible in agricultural areas.

Policy 1.7

Concentrations of commercial and industrial uses, even if related to surrounding agricultural
activities, are detrimental to the primary use of the land for agriculture and shall not be allowed.

Policy 1.8 

To encourage vertical integration of agriculture, the County shall allow research, production,
processing, distribution, marketing, and wholesale and limited retail sales of agricultural products
in agricultural areas, provided such uses do not interfere with surrounding agricultural operations.

Implementation Measure

1. The County will continue to implement its existing General Agriculture (A-2) zoning
provisions for agriculture-related uses consistent with policies 1.6 - 1.10 of the Agricultural
Element.
Responsible Departments: Planning Department, Planning Commission, Board of

Supervisors

Objective Number 1.3: Minimizing Agricultural Conflicts:

Urbanization and the proliferation of rural residences throughout the County has led to increased
conflicts over agricultural operations.  Homeowners complain about noise, odors, flies, chemical
spraying and similar impacts of commercial agricultural practices; farmers complain about
vandalism, theft and trespassing on farm properties.  To minimize these conflicts, the County can
implement a variety of tools designed to minimize the interaction between people and agriculture
which results in the conflict.  These tools include continuing to implement its right-to-farm ordinance,
requiring buffers between non-agricultural development and adjacent agricultural operations, and
establishing setbacks from agricultural zones. 
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Stanislaus County is one of many counties in California to have enacted a right-to-farm ordinance
to protect farmers from nuisance suits as a result of normal farming practices.  The ordinance
requires disclosure to home buyers in farming areas that they are subject to noise, dust, odors, and
other impacts of commercial agricultural operations.  The ordinance also provides a notification
system to make residents more aware of the right-to-farm policy and provides a voluntary
agricultural grievance procedure as an alternative to court proceedings.

In practice, the right-to-farm ordinance primarily serves as a tool for making adjacent landowners
aware of a right which cannot be fully protected by the ordinance.  When faced with non-agricultural
development in agricultural areas, farmers often lose their rights to implement normal farming
practices, such as spraying, due to the increased risk of exposure to surrounding people.  Without
question, the right-to-farm ordinance is a critical tool in the effort to protect agricultural land, but
beyond awareness it is limited in the true protection it can provide.  The success of the right-to-farm
ordinance is dependent on supporting policies limiting non-agricultural development in and around
agricultural areas. 

To lessen the impacts of development by minimizing conflicts between agricultural and non-
agricultural uses, buffers should be required when incompatible development is approved in or
adjacent to agricultural areas.  A buffer is a physical separation such as a topographic feature, a
substantial stand of trees, a water course, a landscaped berm or similar feature.  Buffers serve as
both a physical and visual barrier between agricultural uses and the people in non-agricultural
areas.  By separating incompatible uses, a buffer minimizes the impacts of non-agricultural
development on surrounding agricultural operations and decreases the likelihood of conflict.
Buffers are not intended to stop people from entering an area, but rather to limit people as a means
of avoiding a situation where conflict is known.  Buffers need to take into account ‘no spray’ policies
enforced by the Agricultural Commissioner. 

Setbacks from agricultural zones also help minimize conflicts over agricultural practices.  For
example, standards for residential zones may be amended to require all structures be setback a
specified distance from an adjacent agricultural zone.  Standards will need to take into account
existing residential areas where lots may be too small to accommodate effective setbacks.
However, the purpose for adopting setback standards is to insure existing circumstances which
have resulted in conflict over agricultural practices are not repeated.  As with buffers, setbacks need
to take into account ‘no spray’ policies.      

Impacts to agriculture also occur when lands are removed from agricultural production and remain
fallow or crops are abandoned.  While this type of impact generally occurs on the edge of urban
development, it can also occur in the middle of an agricultural area.  Fallow and abandoned
farmland becomes habitat to invasive and noxious pests which may damage plants, lower
production, and cause the need to increase the use of pesticides and rodenticides on adjacent
farmland.  State law grants authority to the County Agricultural Commissioner to address these type
of nuisances, but it ultimately is the responsibility of individual property owners to avoid impacting
adjacent farmland. 

Policy 1.9 

The County shall continue to protect agricultural resources by limiting the circumstances under
which agricultural operations may be deemed to constitute a nuisance.

Implementation Measures

1. The County shall continue to implement the Right-to-Farm ordinance.
Responsible Departments Tax Collector, Clerk Recorder, Planning Department

(Planning and Building Permits Divisions), Planning
Commission, Board of Supervisors
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2. The County shall utilize complaints related to agricultural activities as educational
opportunities.
Responsible Departments: Agricultural Commissioner, Planning Department, Board

of Supervisors

Policy 1.10
The County shall protect agricultural operations from conflicts with non-agricultural uses by
requiring buffers between proposed non-agricultural uses and adjacent agricultural operations.

Implementation Measures

1. The County shall require buffers and setbacks for all discretionary projects introducing or
expanding non-agricultural uses in or adjacent to an agricultural area  consistent with the
guidelines presented in Appendix “A”. 
Responsible Departments: Planning Department, Agricultural Commissioner,

Planning Commission, Board of Supervisors

Policy 1.11

The County shall support state regulations requiring landowners to manage noxious weeds and
pests on fallow or abandoned lands.  

Implementation Measure

1. The Agricultural Commissioner shall enforce state regulations requiring landowners to
manage noxious weeds and pests on fallow or abandoned lands. 
Responsible Departments: Agricultural Commissioner, Board of Supervisors

Objective Number 1.4: Provide Housing for Farmworkers

Efficient farm management requires a stable work force to provide labor when needed.  To ensure
the availability of that labor, adequate numbers of employees must be housed on both a temporary
and a permanent basis.  Farmworker housing issues involve the location, amount and type of
housing for seasonal and year-round farm workers.

State and federal housing programs for farm workers in Stanislaus County are administered by the
Stanislaus County Housing Authority, which is an independent public agency entirely separate from
County government.  Farmworker housing projects currently administered by the Housing Authority
are located throughout the County.  Other efforts to provide farmworker housing come mainly from
individual farmers.  The Stanislaus County Department of Environmental Resources is the local
agency responsible for enforcing state regulations of farmworker housing.

The County appoints the Housing Authority Board, which is the agency's policy-making body, and
otherwise assists the Housing Authority as outlined in a cooperative agreement.  The Housing
Element of the General Plan includes a commitment that the County shall continue to assist the
Housing Authority in its administration of state and federal housing programs for farm workers.

The General Agriculture (A-2) zoning district allows, with use permit, farm labor camps and
permanent housing for persons employed on a full-time basis in connection with any agricultural
work or place where agricultural work is being performed.  The County Zoning Ordinance also
recognizes the use of manufactured housing (mobile homes) under a temporary permit when
specific criteria can be met to substantiate the need to provide housing for a full-time employee.
Manufactured housing (mobile homes) are preferred over standard housing because they can be
moved off the property if circumstances change and the employees are no longer needed.
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Policy 1.12

To help provide a stable work force for agriculture, the County shall continue to facilitate efforts of
individuals, private organizations and public agencies to provide safe and adequate housing for
farm workers.

Implementation Measures

1. The County shall continue to implement the farm worker housing policies of the Housing
Element of the General Plan.  The County also shall facilitate the efforts of other public
agencies, private organizations and individuals to provide safe and adequate housing for
farm workers.
Responsible Departments: Planning Department, Board of Supervisors

2. The Stanislaus County Department of Environmental Resources shall continue to enforce
state regulations regarding farmworker housing.
Responsible Departments: Department of Environmental Resources

3. The County shall consider adoption of expedited permitting procedure for construction of
temporary farmworker housing.
Responsible Departments: Department of Environmental Resources, Planning

Department, Planning Commission, Board of
Supervisors

Policy 1.13

Temporary housing for full-time farm employees in connection with any agricultural work or place
where agricultural work is being performed shall be supported. 

Policy 1.14

Permanent, new housing for seasonal farm workers preferably shall be located in areas supplied
with public sewer and water services.

Policy 1.15

Housing for year-round, full-time farm employees shall be permissible in addition to the number of
dwellings normally allowed by the density standard.

Implementation Measure

1. The County shall continue to implement existing General Agriculture (A-2) zone provisions
for farmworker housing consistent with policies 1.16 - 1.18 of the Agricultural Element.
Responsible Departments: Planning Department, Planning Commission, Board of

Supervisors

Objective Number 1.5: Support Education and Technical Assistance

Farmers and ranchers often lack the means to undertake the wide range of activities necessary to
pursue new agricultural market opportunities and develop new products.  Public educational
institutions, including the University of California, California State University Stanislaus, and
Modesto Junior College all provide some form of technical assistance to agriculture.  However,
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these public institutions can be better utilized to help agricultural groups and individuals conduct
market analyses, identify direct marketing opportunities, promote exports, and coordinate other
economic development activities in support of local agriculture.

Vocational agriculture programs provide education and hands-on experience for high school and
MJC students in Stanislaus County.  The 4-H and Future Farmers of America (FFA) programs also
play an important role in agricultural education.  4-H programs are part of the U.C. Cooperative
Extension, which receives County funding.  FFA programs operate in conjunction with vocational
agriculture programs in the public high schools and are not directly related to U.C. Cooperative
Extension.  However, U.C. Cooperative Extension works with vocational agriculture teachers and
provides assistance to vocational agriculture programs, both at the high school and the junior
college levels.

Several public agencies conduct agricultural research and provide educational services at the
County level:  the U.S.D.A. Natural Resource Conservation Center, the East and West Stanislaus
Resource Conservation Districts, U.C. Cooperative Extension and the Stanislaus County
Agricultural Commissioners office.  Three of these agencies are centrally located in the County
Agricultural Center.

Policy 1.16

Public education institutions shall be encouraged to provide more technical assistance related to
agricultural economic development in Stanislaus County.

Policy 1.17

The County shall continue to encourage vocational agriculture programs in local high schools and
at Modesto Junior College.

Policy 1.18

Public agencies providing agricultural services shall be encouraged to continue agricultural
research and education.

Policy 1.19

The County shall continue to encourage 4-H and FFA programs for local youth.

Implementation Measures

1. Local 4-H programs will be encouraged by continued support of U.C. Cooperative
Extension.
Responsible Departments: U.C. Cooperative Extension, Agricultural Advisory

Board, Board of Supervisors

2. The County will continue to support the County fair, which involves vocational agriculture,
FFA and 4-H programs.
Responsible Departments: U.C. Cooperative Extension, Agricultural Advisory

Board, Board of Supervisors
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Policy 1.20

The County shall continue to support the Agricultural Center where offices of public agencies
providing agricultural services are centrally located.

Implementation Measure

1. The County will continue to support the County Agricultural Center that houses the public
agencies directly related to agriculture, including the U.C. Cooperative Extension, the
Agricultural Commissioner, the U.S. Department of Agriculture, and the California
Department of Food and Agriculture.
Responsible Departments: U.C. Cooperative Extension, Agricultural Commissioner,

Board of Supervisors

Objective Number 1.6: Protect Food Safety

The lack of consumer confidence in food can be costly to the agricultural community.  The use of
chemicals in growing and storing crops, the use of antibiotics and hormones in raising poultry and
livestock, and the use of radiation to prolong the shelf-life of our food are types of agricultural
practices that worry consumers who are concerned about food safety and its long-term impacts on
their health.  The public is also concerned about the impact of agricultural chemicals on the
environment.  Air, soil and water quality problems can result from the unsafe application and
disposal of agricultural chemicals.  A viable agricultural industry requires a sustainable regulatory
framework promoting economic viability and environmental safety.

The primary responsibility for regulating and monitoring the sale and use of pesticides rests with
the California Department of Pesticide Regulation, which classifies and registers pesticides, and
the Stanislaus County Agricultural Commissioner, who issues permits to possess and use restricted
pesticides.  In general, no restricted material can be possessed or used in any way until the
applicator has obtained a permit from the Agricultural Commissioner.  The Agricultural
Commissioner also operates programs for the inspection of fruits, vegetables and eggs to ensure
quality produce; the inspection of nurseries and seed crops to guard against diseases and inferior
plants; pest exclusion to prevent crop-destroying pests from becoming established in California; and
pest detection to find pests at the lowest population and in the smallest area possible in order to
minimize the effects and costs of an eradication program.

The U.C. Cooperative Extension conducts educational and applied-research programs in integrated
pest management and all other aspects of pest control.

Policy 1.21

The County shall continue to work with local, state and federal agencies to ensure the safety of food
produced in Stanislaus County and to maintain a local regulatory framework promoting
environmental safety while ensuring the economic viability of agriculture.

Implementation Measures

1. The Agricultural Commissioner will continue to work with government agencies and farmers
to ensure the safe use of agricultural chemicals. 
Responsible Departments: Agricultural Commissioner, U.C. Cooperative Extension
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2. The U.C. Cooperative Extension will continue to conduct educational and applied-research
programs to promote food safety and agricultural practices that are environmentally sound.
Responsible Departments: Agricultural Commissioner, U.C. Cooperative Extension

Objective  Number 1.7: Encourage Regional Coordination in the Central Valley

The Central Valley has long been one of the premier agricultural regions in the world.  Yet the
Central Valley's population is growing rapidly, resulting in far-reaching demographic, social and
economic changes.  Some of the most obvious changes include crowded highways, polluted air,
and homes and shopping centers sprouting from what used to be farmland.  These types of
regional impacts will likely have cumulative effects on agriculture, exerting a powerful influence over
its future viability in the Central Valley.

One way to address regional impacts of growth and help ensure the continued success of
agriculture in the Central Valley is to encourage regional coordination among the various counties
and cities in the Central Valley.   Currently there are nine councils of government in the Central
Valley, including Stanislaus Council of Governments (StanCOG).  These groups provide a forum
for communication between the County government and municipalities within the County.  However,
there is no agency that coordinates planning and development activities of counties and cities for
the entire Central Valley.

Policy 1.22

The County shall encourage regional coordination of planning and development activities for the
entire Central Valley.

Implementation Measure

1. The County shall participate in regional efforts to address long-range planning,
infrastructure, conservation and economic development issues facing the Central Valley.

Responsible Departments: Board of Supervisors
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GOAL TWO

Conserve our agricultural lands for agricultural uses. 

Agricultural land is a finite, irreplaceable resource.  Once agricultural land has been taken out of
production and paved over to provide streets for residential subdivisions and parking lots for
shopping centers, it is not likely to be farmed again.  The urbanization of productive agricultural land
means the permanent loss of an irreplaceable resource.

With population in the Central Valley projected  to increase dramatically, Stanislaus County faces
greater pressure to convert agricultural lands to non-farm residential, commercial and industrial
uses.  The policies presented in Goal Two of this document are intended to provide a practical,
effective framework for land-use decisions regarding agricultural lands, with the overall goal of
conserving agricultural lands for agricultural uses.

While not all agricultural land in Stanislaus County can be conserved, it is possible to protect
agricultural areas through a combination of agricultural zoning and policies that clearly direct growth
to cities and unincorporated communities with appropriate services to foster a sustainable
community.  By balancing the need to create housing and job opportunities for an expanding
population with the need to protect our agricultural lands, we will help ensure the continued success
of local agriculture.

Unlike urbanization, the parcelization of farmland has the potential to result in a gradual loss of
farmland associated with the creation of parcels for ‘residential purposes’ and not ‘agricultural
purposes’.  Parcels created in the agricultural area for ‘residential purpose’ are commonly referred
to as ‘ranchette’ parcels. Ranchettes are characterized as rural homesites valued primarily for their
residential development potential.  What is classified as a ranchette size will vary based on soil
type, terrain, irrigation water availability and other such factors. The land costs associated with
ranchettes are driven by residential potential which cannot be supported by the agricultural income
potential of the land.  As the use of land transitions from production agriculture to ranchettes,
landowner priorities in the areas shift from the protection of agricultural rights to the protection of
residential rights. 

In recognition of the legitimate agricultural reasons for parcelization of farmland there are options
available to insure ranchettes are not inadvertently created.  These options include maintaining
minimum parcel size requirements suitable for production agriculture, restricting use of farmland
to production agriculture, and establishing ‘no build’ provisions for the development of dwellings on
newly created parcels which are not used for production agriculture or capable of production
agriculture.  These option may also be applied to lot line adjustments of farmland, which also have
the potential to result in the creation of ranchette parcels.   

Objective Number 2.1: Continued Participation in the Williamson Act

The California Land Conservation Act of 1965, commonly referred to as the Williamson Act, is a tax
relief measure for owners of farmland.  The Williamson Act permits a landowner, whose land is
used for farming, to sign a contract with the County guaranteeing that the land will continue to
remain in farming for a period of at least ten years.  In return for this guarantee, the County
assesses taxes based on the agricultural value of the land rather than the market value.  Generally,
this means taxes for a farmer are reduced, sometimes greatly.  Participation in the Williamson Act,
has been a fundamental part of Stanislaus County’s agricultural land conservation program.
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Local jurisdictions implement the Williamson Act by adoption of agricultural preserves and rules
governing the administration of the agricultural preserves.  Adopted rules must be applied uniformly
throughout the preserves and, as such, are commonly termed uniform rules.  Stanislaus County has
adopted the A-2 (General Agricultural) zoning district as its agricultural preserve.  While the
Williamson Act itself does not establish permitted uses within an agricultural preserve, permitted
uses must be consistent with Principles of Compatibility outlined within the Williamson Act.  The
Williamson Act does establish presumed minimum parcel sizes for lands enrolled under contract.
Minimum parcel sizes apply to both the creation of new parcels and parcels involved in a lot line
adjustment.

The local governing jurisdiction has the ability to establish compatible uses, alternative minimum
parcel sizes, and criteria for lot line adjustment based on the individualized needs of the community,
provided the overall purpose and minimum standards of the Act are maintained.

Generally, the Williamson Act enjoys widespread support among landowners and government
officials.  The Williamson Act has helped to stabilize farm income and keep many operators in
business by limiting the tax burden on contracted parcels.  The Open Space Subvention Program,
which is the companion to the Williamson Act, requires the State to partially reimburse local
governments for forgone property tax revenues.

Stanislaus County has voluntarily participated in the Williamson Act program since 1970.  Although
the County's participation rate is one of the highest in the state, the percentage of land enrolled
under contract has declined by four percent since the height of enrollment in 1981-82.  The decline
is primarily attributed to lands annexed by cities and contracts which have expired as result of
notices of nonrenewal filed by property owners.  Notices of nonrenewal are common in areas
adjacent to city boundaries and unincorporated communities where development pressures are
increasing. The passage of state legislation in 2003 establishing procedures and penalties for
material breach of contracts have resulted in an increase of notices of nonrenewal throughout the
entire A-2 zoning district.

Despite the trend of increasing notices of nonrenewal, cancellation requests in Stanislaus County
have remained low.  Generally, the Williamson Act continues to be an effective tool to help keep
agricultural land in agricultural use.  One reason for the increase in notices of nonrenewal may be
attributed to the significant number of undersized parcels currently enrolled under contract.  Since
the County started participating in the Williamson Act, there have been periods when no minimum
parcels size requirements existed for enrollment under contract.  Currently, a minimum of 10-acres
is required for enrollment under contract.  While these undersized parcels may not benefit, they do
face restrictions.  The County has taken action to notify owners of undersized parcels of the
process of nonrenewal, but few have taken advantage of the process.  Increases in notices of
nonrenewal in recent years have been the result of changes in State legislation.

Policy 2.1

The County shall continue to provide property tax relief to agricultural landowners by participating
in the Williamson Act.

Implementation Measure

1. The County shall continue to participate in the Williamson Act, thereby providing property
tax relief to farmers and ranchers who volunteer to keep their land in agricultural use.
Responsible Departments: Planning Department, Planning Commission, Board of

Supervisors. 
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Policy 2.2

The County shall support reasonable measures to strengthen the Williamson Act, making it a more
effective tool for the protection of agricultural land.

Implementation Measures

1. The County shall encourage the State Legislature to increase Williamson Act subvention
payments to local governments based on cost-of-living increases and/or a restructuring of
the Williamson Act subventions schedule.
Responsible Departments: Chief Executives Office, Board of Supervisors.

2. The County will supplement the Williamson Act with other conservation tools in a
comprehensive program for the protection of agricultural land.
Responsible Departments: Planning Department, Planning Commission, Board of

Supervisors

Policy 2.3

The County shall ensure all lands enrolled in the Williamson Act are devoted to agricultural and
compatible uses supportive of the long-term conservation of agricultural land.    

Implementation Measure

1. The County shall initiate the filing of notices of nonrenewal on any parcel being used, or of
a size, inconsistent with adopted uniform rules and applicable state regulations.  
Responsible Departments: Planning Department, Assessors Office, Board of

Supervisors

Objective Number 2.2: Discourage urbanization and the conversion of agricultural land
in unincorporated areas of the County

In Stanislaus County, urbanization and farmland conversion are like two sides of the same coin.
As urban areas expand to accommodate a growing population, surrounding farmland is converted
to residential subdivisions, shopping centers and industrial parks. 

Like many other farming areas, the towns in Stanislaus County began as agricultural service
centers and located where the farms were, on the valley floor.  As these towns have expanded
beyond their original functions, they have expanded outward onto our richest, most productive soils.
Today, population growth continues to push urban development onto farmland once in agricultural
production.  If the trend continues outward onto productive agricultural land to accommodate
population growth, the resource base of our biggest industry will be seriously threatened.

Remote development, or development that takes place away from existing cities or urban centers,
has traditionally been discouraged by planners and County officials in favor of the compact
expansion of already existing urban centers.  Existing County policy regarding remote development
is stated in Policy Ten of the Land Use Element:  "New areas for urban development (as opposed
to expansion of existing areas) shall be limited to less productive agricultural areas.”  In theory
remote development offers a better alternative to the unlimited expansion of established cities and
towns into our most productive agricultural areas.  However, the benefits of remote development
are diminished by the impact to surrounding agricultural uses and the introduction of urban
infrastructure in an agricultural area. 
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In defining the County's most productive agricultural areas, it is important to recognize that soil
types alone should not be the determining factor.  With modern management techniques, almost
any soil type in Stanislaus County can be extremely productive.  At the same time, many of our
most valuable agricultural commodities are produced on lesser quality soils.  For example, milk is
the County's top-grossing commodity and yet most of the dairy farms in Stanislaus County are
located in areas that might be considered less productive agricultural lands, based solely on soil
capability.  Although soil types should be considered, the designation of "most productive
agricultural areas" also should be based on existing uses and their contributions to the agricultural
sector of our economy.  

Conversion of agricultural land also occurs when nonagricultural uses are introduced into
agricultural areas and when agricultural land is parceled or adjusted into sizes too small to sustain
an agriculturally viable independent farming operation.  The County’s Agricultural land use
designation and corresponding A-2 (General Agriculture) zoning recognize ranchette areas with
minimum lot size requirements of 3, 5,10, and 20 acres.  Ranchette areas have been identified
based on significant existing parcelization of property, poor soil, location, and other factors which
limit the agricultural productivity of the area.  The inclusion of ranchette minimum parcel sizes in
the A-2 zoning district creates the potential for future expansion of ranchette areas without the need
to amend the lands Agricultural land use designation.  

Policy 2.4

To reduce development pressures on agricultural lands, higher density development and in-filling
shall be encouraged.

Implementation Measure

1. The County shall encourage higher density development and in-filling of already-existing
urban areas.
Responsible Departments: Planning Department, Board of Supervisors

Policy 2.5

To the greatest extent possible, development shall be directed away from the County's most
productive agricultural areas.

Implementation Measure

1. Until the term "Most Productive Agricultural Areas" is defined on a countywide basis, the
term will be determined on a case-by-case basis when a proposal is made for the
conversion of agricultural land.  Factors to be considered include but are not limited to soil
types and potential for agricultural production; the availability of irrigation water; ownership
and parcelization patterns; uniqueness and flexibility of use; the existence of Williamson Act
contracts; existing uses and their contributions to the agricultural sector of the local
economy.  As an example, some grazing lands, dairy regions and poultry-producing areas
as well as farmlands can be considered "Most Productive Agricultural Areas."  Failure to
farm specific parcels will not eliminate them from being considered "Most Productive
Agricultural Areas."  Areas considered to be "Most Productive Agricultural Areas" will not
include any land within LAFCO-approved Spheres of Influence of cities or community
services districts and sanitary districts serving unincorporated communities. 
Responsible Departments: Planning Department, Agricultural Commissioner,

Planning Commission, Board of Supervisors
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2. Uses on agricultural land located outside a LAFCO-adopted Sphere of Influence shall be
primarily devoted to agricultural and compatible uses supportive of the long-term
conservation of agricultural land.  Agriculturally - related uses needed to support production
agriculture and uses which by their unique nature are not compatible with urban uses, may
be allowed on agricultural land provided they do not conflict with the agricultural use of the
area.  
Responsible Departments: Planning Department, Planning Commission, Board of

Supervisors

Policy 2.6

Agricultural lands restricted to agricultural use shall not be assessed to pay for infrastructure
needed to accommodate urban development. 

Implementation Measure

1. The County shall continue to exempt agricultural buildings designed and constructed to
house farm implements, hay, grain, poultry, livestock or other horticultural products from
payment of Public Facility Fees.  Exempt structures shall not be a place of human habitation
or a place of employment where agricultural products are processed, treated or packaged,
nor shall it be a place used by the public.
Responsible Departments: Board of Supervisors

Policy 2.7

Proposed amendments to the General Plan Diagram (map) that would allow the conversion of
agricultural land to non-agricultural uses shall be approved only if they are consistent with the
County's conversion criteria.

Implementation Measure

1. Procedures for processing General Plan amendments shall incorporate the following
requirements for evaluating proposed amendments to the General Plan Diagram (map) that
would allow the conversion of agricultural land to urban uses:

Conversion Consequences.  The direct and indirect effects, as well as the cumulative
effects, of the proposed conversion of agricultural land shall be fully evaluated.

Conversion Considerations.  In evaluating the consequences of a proposed amendment,
the following factors shall be considered:  plan designation; soil type; adjacent uses;
proposed method of sewage treatment; availability of water, transportation, public utilities,
fire and police protection, and other public services; proximity to existing airports and
airstrips; impacts on air and water quality, wildlife habitat, endangered species and sensitive
lands; and any other factors that may aid the evaluation process.

Conversion Criteria.  Proposed amendments to the General Plan Diagram (map) that would
allow the conversion of agricultural land to urban uses shall be approved only if the Board
of Supervisors makes the following findings:

A. Overall, the proposal is consistent with the goals and policies of the General Plan.

B. There is evidence on the record to show a demonstrated need for the proposed
project based on population projections, past growth rates and other pertinent data.
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C. No feasible alternative site exists in areas already designated for the proposed uses.

D. Approval of the proposal will not constitute a part of, or encourage, piecemeal
conversion of a larger agricultural area to non-agricultural uses, and will not be
growth-inducing (as used in the California Environmental Quality Act).

E. The proposed project is designed to minimize conflict and will not interfere with
agricultural operations on surrounding agricultural lands or adversely affect
agricultural water supplies.

F. Adequate and necessary public services and facilities are available or will be made
available as a result of the development.

G. The design of the proposed project has incorporated all reasonable measures, as
determined during the CEQA review process, to mitigate impacts to agricultural
lands, fish and wildlife resources, air quality, water quality and quantity, or other
natural resources.
Responsible Departments: Planning Department, Planning Commission,

Board of Supervisors

Policy 2.8

In order to further the conservation of agricultural land, the subdivision of agricultural lands shall
not result in the creation of parcels for ‘residential purposes’.  Any residential development on
agriculturally zoned land shall be incidental and accessory to the agricultural use of the land.  

Implementation Measure

1. The subdivision of agricultural land consisting of unirrigated farmland, unirrigated grazing
land, or land enrolled under a Williamson Act contract, into parcels of less than 160-acres
in size shall be allowed provided a “no build” restriction on the construction of any
residential development on newly created parcel(s) is observed until one or both of the
following criteria is met:
• 90% or more of the parcel shall be in production agriculture use with its own on-site

irrigation infrastructure and water rights to independently irrigate.  For land which is
not irrigated by surface water, on-site irrigation infrastructure may include a self-
contained drip or sprinkler irrigation system.  Shared off-site infrastructure for drip
or sprinkler irrigation systems, such as well pumps and filters, may be allowed
provided recorded long-term maintenance agreements and irrevocable access
easements to the infrastructure are in place .  

• Use of the parcel includes a confined animal facility (such as a commercial dairy,
cattle feedlot, or poultry operation) or a commercial aquaculture operation. 

Responsible Departments: Planning Department, Planning Commission, Board of
Supervisors.

Policy 2.9

Lot-line adjustments involving agricultural land shall be primarily created and properly designed for
agricultural purposes without materially decreasing the agricultural use of the project site.
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Implementation Measure

1. In terms of minimum parcel size and residential building intensity, a greater number of
nonconforming parcels shall not be created by lot-line adjustment.  The following criteria
shall apply when nonconforming parcels are involved in a lot-line adjustment:
• Nonconforming parcels greater than 10-acres in size shall not be adjusted to a size

smaller than 10-acres, unless the adjustment is needed to address a building site
area or correct for a physical improvement which is found to encroach upon a
property line.  In no case shall a parcel enrolled in the Williamson Act be reduced
to a size smaller than 10-acres. 

• Nonconforming parcels less than10-acres in size may be adjusted to a larger size,
10 acres or greater in size if enrolled in the Williamson Act, or reduced, if not
enrolled in the Williamson Act, as needed to address a building site area or correct
for a physical improvement which is found to encroach upon a property line.  

Responsible Departments: Planning Department, Planning Commission, Board of
Supervisors.

Policy 2.10

Minimum parcel sizes allowed for lands designated Agriculture shall not promote the expansion of
existing, or creation of new, ranchette areas.

Implementation Measures

1. Minimum parcel sizes of 40- or 160- acres shall be appropriate for lands designated
Agriculture. 
Responsible Departments: Planning Department, Planning Commission, Board of

Supervisors

2. In recognition of 3-, 5-, 10, and 20- acre minimum parcel sizes being appropriate for
ranchette areas, no additional land designated as Agriculture shall be rezoned to A-2-3, 5,
10, or 20.
Responsible Departments: Planning Department, Planning Commission, Board of

Supervisors

3. The County shall evaluate and modify as needed, the remote development policy of the
Land Use element as part of a comprehensive General Plan update to insure such
development does not impact surrounding agricultural uses or introduce urban infrastructure
into an agricultural area. 
Responsible Departments: Planning Department, Planning Commission, Board of

Supervisors

Objective Number 2.3: Expansion of Cities and Unincorporated Communities

The Stanislaus Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) is the local agency responsible for
coordinating logical and timely changes in local governmental boundaries, including Spheres of
Influence (SOI).  The spheres of influence delineate the probable ultimate boundaries and service
areas of the cities, and are intended to promote the efficient provision of urban services, including
sewer, water, police protection and fire protection. Similarly, community services districts and
sanitary districts serving unincorporated communities also have adopted spheres of influence that
indicate their probable ultimate boundaries.  LAFCO’s efforts are directed to seeing that services
are provided efficiently and economically while agricultural and open-space lands are protected.
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With the approval of LAFCO, spheres of influence can be expanded to accommodate growth.  The
question of whether or not proposed expansions should be allowed is decided solely by LAFCO.
LAFCO is an independent agency created by state law.  In Stanislaus County the LAFCO is
composed of two county supervisors; two city council representatives; and one public member.  As
an independent agency, LAFCO is not required to adhere to county policies, but state law requires
LAFCO to consider conformity with all applicable general plans in the review of all proposals.  As
such, this agricultural element, and the county general plan as a whole, can have an effect on the
actions of LAFCO.

In recognition that unincorporated land within the established spheres of influence will be urbanized,
these lands generally are designated Agriculture and zoned General Agriculture (A-2) until annexed
by the city or special district.

Existing policy in the Land Use Element delineates the County's role in managing the development
of agriculturally zoned lands within city spheres of influence.  Reflecting agreements between the
County and all nine cities, these policies provide that the County shall refer all development
proposals to the appropriate city to determine whether or not the proposal should be approved.
Development, other than agricultural uses and churches, cannot be approved by the County unless
written communication is received from the city memorializing their approval.

The Land Use Element also includes policies regarding the development of unincorporated
communities and the expansion of urban boundaries (Policies Six and Thirteen).  The County is
actively encouraging the upgrading of unincorporated communities through the redevelopment and
community development block grant programs, which provide  significant tools for improving
infrastructure and enhancing the quality of life in these areas.

Policy 2.11

The County recognizes the desire of cities and unincorporated communities to grow and prosper
and shall not oppose reasonable requests consistent with city and county agreements to expand,
provided the resulting growth minimizes impacts to adjacent agricultural land.  

Implementation Measures

1. The County shall continue to urge LAFCO to strengthen its policies, standards and
procedures for evaluating proposed annexations of agricultural land and proposed
expansions of service districts or spheres of influence onto agricultural land to insure
resulting urban growth minimizes impacts to adjacent agricultural lands.
Responsible Departments: Planning Department, Planning Commission, Board of

Supervisors, Agricultural Commissioner

2. The County shall actively review LAFCO referrals to insure proposed projects are consistent
with County General Plan polices.   
Responsible Departments: Planning Department, Agricultural Commissioner, Board

of Supervisors

Policy 2.12

In order to minimize impacts to adjacent agricultural land, the County shall encourage LAFCO to
use physical features such as roads and irrigation laterals as the boundaries for sphere of influence
expansions. 
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Implementation Measure

1. The County shall encourage LAFCO to consider buffer guidelines adopted by the County
when cities or community services districts and sanitary districts serving unincorporated
communities propose to expand their boundaries. 
Responsible Departments: Planning Department, Planning Commission, Board of

Supervisors, Agricultural Commissioner

Policy 2.13 

In recognition that unincorporated land within spheres of influence of cities or community services
districts and sanitary districts serving unincorporated communities ultimately will be urbanized, the
County shall cooperate with cities and unincorporated communities in managing development in
sphere of influence areas.

Implementation Measures

1. The County will continue to implement its policies and agreements with cities regarding the
development of unincorporated lands within spheres of influence.
Responsible Departments: Planning Department, Planning Commission, Board of

Supervisors

2. The County will continue to implement policies in the Land Use Element regarding the
development of unincorporated communities and expansion of their urban, or service
district, boundaries. 
Responsible Departments: Planning Department, Planning Commission, Board of

Supervisors

Objective Number 2.4: Assessing and mitigating Impacts of farmland conversion

The conversion of agricultural land to non-agricultural uses has far-reaching impacts on the land,
water and air resources that support our biggest industry.  For example, taking out an almond
orchard to accommodate urban development may involve paving over groundwater recharge areas,
which will have a long-term effect on groundwater resources.  Similarly, new roads providing access
to the development may increase traffic congestion, resulting in a cumulative impact on air quality.

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires the County to consider the environmental
consequences of development-related projects and to ensure that adverse environmental impacts
are avoided or minimized as much as possible.  If the County determines in its Initial Study that a
project could have a significant adverse environmental effect, the County must require preparation
of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) to fully assess potential impacts, propose ways to
minimize or mitigate those impacts, and consider alternatives to the proposed project.  The County
may approve a project only if mitigation measures are adopted whenever feasible to avoid or
reduce all significant environmental impacts or findings of ‘overriding considerations’ are adopted.

Under CEQA Guidelines, the County has some discretion in determining whether the conversion
of agricultural land will have a significant adverse effect on the environment.  A project will normally
have a significant effect on the environment if it will convert prime agricultural land to non-
agricultural use or impair the productivity of prime agricultural land.  "Prime agricultural land" is not
defined under CEQA.  Several attempts have been made in years past to allow or require local
governments to establish a threshold of agricultural land loss for the purpose of determining a
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significant effect on the environment and thereby necessitating an EIR.  However, instead of using
an arbitrary threshold such as 100 acres to trigger an EIR, the County prefers to evaluate each
project on a case-by-case basis.  When the County determines that under the specific
circumstances of the proposed project the conversion of agricultural land could have a significant
effect, the County requires preparation of an EIR. 

The analysis of the impacts of farmland conversion are often limited to a discussion of the prime
soils that the project would make unavailable for farming, but rarely identifies the impacts on
surrounding farming operations.  Neither CEQA nor the State CEQA Guidelines contain detailed
procedures or guidance concerning when and how agencies should address farmland conversion
impacts.  The County may amend its own CEQA Guidelines to include local guidelines for
assessing the impacts of farmland conversion. 

A common strategy for mitigating the loss of farmland is to require the permanent protection of
farmland based on an identified ratio to the amount of farmland converted.  A viable option for
permanent protection is purchase of an agricultural conservation easement on farmland.
Agricultural conservation easements generally restrict the non-agricultural use of property in
perpetuity and are overseen by a trust established with a goal of promoting farmland conservation.
The purchase of agricultural conservation easements is typically accomplished in one of two
methods: 1) the developer works directly with a trust to purchase the required conservation
easement prior to development or 2) the developer pays a fee to be used by a trust to purchase an
agricultural conservation easement at a later date.  While payment of a fee is typically easier for the
developer, it is not always a guaranteed method to attaining the desired results.  Fees paid at
current cost may not keep pace with the escalating land costs and trusts must recover the cost of
administering fees until a conservation easement is purchased.  At the same time, a landowner
wanting to sell an agricultural conservation easement may not be available at the time a
development project is approved.  A mitigation program focused on agricultural conservation
easements must maintain a balance between the practical acquisition and actual cost of agricultural
conservation easements.  

To be effective, lands placed under easement must be strategically located to insure the viability
of the surrounding farmland is protected.  An isolated island of agricultural land surrounded by
development or agriculturally non-viable parcels has little positive impact on efforts to protect
farmland.  

Policy 2.14

When the County determines that the proposed conversion of agricultural land to non-agricultural
uses could have a significant effect on the environment, the County shall fully evaluate on a project-
specific basis the direct and indirect effects, as well as the cumulative effects of the conversion.

Implementation Measures

1. The County will continue to evaluate each project on a case-by-case basis to determine
whether the conversion of agricultural land will have a significant adverse effect on the
environment.
Responsible Departments: Agricultural Commissioner, UC Cooperative Extension,

Planning Department, Planning Commission, Board of
Supervisors. 
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2. When it determines that the conversion of agricultural land will have a significant adverse
effect on the environment, the County will continue to require preparation of an EIR to fully
assess the impacts of the conversion, propose mitigation measures, and consider
alternatives to the proposed project.
Responsible Departments: Planning Department, Planning Commission, Board of

Supervisors.

Policy 2.15

In order to mitigate the conversion of agricultural land resulting from a discretionary project requiring
a General Plan or Community Plan amendment from ‘Agriculture’ to a residential  land use
designation, the County shall require the replacement of agricultural land at a 1:1 ratio with
agricultural land of equal quality located in Stanislaus County.

Implementation Measure

1. Mitigation shall be applied consistent with the Farmland Mitigation Program Guidelines
presented in Appendix “B”.
Responsible Departments: Agricultural Commissioner, UC Cooperative Extension,

Planning Department, Planning Commission, Board of
Supervisors. 

Policy 2.16

The County shall participate in local efforts to identify strategic locations for the purchase of
agricultural conservation easements by land trusts and shall promote the long-term viability of
farmland in areas surrounding existing farmland held under conservation easements.  

Implementation Measure

1. To facilitate the mitigation of the impacts of farmland conversion, the County may make
information available on private, non-profit agricultural land trusts, may serve on committees
that are formed for the purpose of establishing an agricultural land trust, and may coordinate
County mitigation programs with the land trust once it is established.
Responsible Departments: Agricultural Commissioner, UC Cooperative Extension,

Planning Department, Planning Commission, Board of
Supervisors. 

Policy 2.17

The County shall work cooperatively with the nine cities within the County and to encourage them
to adopt agricultural conservation policies or ordinances which are consistent with County policies
or ordinances in order to undertake an integrated, comprehensive Countywide approach to
farmland conservation.  It is the ultimate goal of the County to have all nine cities participate in or
adopt an agricultural mitigation ordinance that is the same as or substantially similar. 

Implementation Measure

1. The County shall facilitate efforts to have all nine cities participate in or adopt an agricultural
mitigation ordinance that is the same as or substantially similar to adopted County
ordinances addressing agricultural mitigation.    
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Objective Number 2.5: Limit the Impact of Antiquated Subdivisions

One of the biggest threats to Stanislaus County's agricultural economy is the potential creation of
hundreds of ranchettes in antiquated subdivisions.

Antiquated subdivisions are subdivisions created in the early part of the 1900's and exist on paper
but have never been developed or sold in lots.  Numerous antiquated subdivisions are located
throughout Stanislaus County, involving more than 3,000 lots ranging in size from 3,250 square feet
to 20 acres or more.  If these lots were sold and developed, the loss of agricultural land coupled
with the impact on surrounding agricultural operations could be devastating to the long-term viability
of the agricultural economy.

Created prior to enactment of the State Subdivision Map Act and the California Environmental
Quality Act, antiquated subdivisions were created without any kind of formal review to evaluate their
economic and environmental consequences to the County.  In addition to having adverse impacts
on agriculture, antiquated subdivisions pose a variety of environmental threats including
groundwater contamination from the concentration of on-site septic systems and the generation of
dust and auto emissions from increased traffic on unimproved access roads.  The County's ability
to provide emergency services such as fire protection, sheriff and ambulance services also could
be adversely affected.  Similarly, potential impacts of antiquated subdivisions on schools, parks and
recreation have never been fully evaluated.

In 2000 the Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors amended the County Zoning Ordinance to
address antiquated subdivisions.  The amendment addresses antiquated subdivisions in the
General Agriculture (A-2) zoning district by limiting the ability to place a dwelling on parcels of less
than 20-acres in size without approval of a discretionary permit.  The ordinance is based on the
need to find the dwelling will be consistent with the County’s General Plan, will not likely create a
concentration of residential uses in the vicinity or induce other similarly situated parcels to become
developed with single-family dwellings, and will not be substantially detrimental to or in conflict with
agricultural uses of other property in the vicinity.

Policy 2.18

Construction of a dwelling on an antiquated subdivision parcel shall only be allowed when such
development does not create a concentration of residential uses or conflict with agricultural uses
of other property in the vicinity. 

Implementation Measure

1. The County shall continue to implement existing zoning ordinance provisions addressing
antiquated subdivisions. 
Responsible Departments: Planning Department, Planning Commission and Board

of Supervisors
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GOAL THREE

Protect the natural resources that sustain our agricultural industry.

Agriculture depends directly on the land, air, water and soil resources to sustain its productivity.
The success of agriculture in Stanislaus County can be largely attributed to the availability of these
resources for the production of a wide variety of products. 

The continued availability of soil, high quality water and clean air cannot be taken for granted.  In
the process of urbanization to accommodate a booming population, Stanislaus County is losing
farmlands to urban development by cities.  At the same time, there is increasing competition
between agriculture and urban uses for limited water resources.  Ultimately these problems
threaten the County's agricultural economy and our ability to help feed the nation.

Urbanization and the conversion of agricultural land are addressed under Goal Two, which focuses
primarily on land-use issues regarding our agricultural lands.  Other resource problems such as air
quality, water quality and supply, and soil quality are addressed in the following section of this
document.  The policies presented under Goal Three are intended to ensure the long-term
protection of the natural resources that sustain our agricultural industry.

Objective Number 3.1: Air Quality

Air quality in the San Joaquin Valley is monitored and standards are enforced by the California Air
Resources Board and the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District, which is composed of
the eight counties in the San Joaquin Valley air basin.  The District was formed in recognition of the
fact that air pollution is not limited by County lines--it is a regional problem affecting the entire
valley.  The lack of consistent standards and enforcement from one County to another makes it
difficult to effectively address the cumulative impacts of pollution.

The Conservation/Open Space and Circulation Elements of the General Plan include policies and
implementation measures to improve air quality by promoting communication, cooperation and
coordination among agencies involved in air quality programs; working to accurately determine and
mitigating air quality impacts of proposed projects;  to ensure that circulation systems shall be
designed and maintained to minimize traffic congestion and air pollution; and to support efforts to
increase public awareness of air quality problems and solutions.

Policy 3.1

The County shall continue to coordinate with the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District.

Implementation Measure

1. The County shall continue to refer development proposals to the San Joaquin Valley Air
Pollution Control District for their review and analysis of impacts on air quality. 

Policy 3.2

The County shall assist the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District in implementation of
adopted plans and regulations. 
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Implementation Measure

1. The County shall require development proposals to incorporate all applicable air quality
regulations and, where required, to include reasonable mitigation measures. 
Responsible Departments: Planning Department, Planning Commission, Board of

Supervisors

Policy 3.3

The County shall encourage the development and use of improved agricultural practices that
improve air quality and are economically feasible.

Implementation Measure

1. The County shall encourage and support the development and use of improved agricultural
practices aimed at reducing the production of fine particles and other sources of air
pollution. 
Responsible Departments: Agricultural Commissioner, U.C. Cooperative Extension,

Board of Supervisors

Objective Number 3.2: Water Resources

Water is the lifeblood of agriculture in Stanislaus County.  To supplement an average rainfall of just
12 inches per year, local agriculture relies on a network of irrigation water delivery systems to
sustain its broad diversity of valuable crops.

Compared to many other areas of the arid Central Valley, Stanislaus County has abundant water
resources, at least in times of normal rainfall.  The availability of high-quality, low-cost irrigation
water traditionally has given local agriculture a competitive edge and has been largely responsible
for its success.  The main sources of irrigation water are the Stanislaus, Tuolumne and San Joaquin
River watersheds, all of which originate in the Sierra Nevada Mountains.  Groundwater is used to
supplement irrigation supplies, and is the major source of domestic and industrial water.

The quality of groundwater is determined by the geological formations through which it filters and
thereby cannot be controlled.  Groundwater recharge occurs by water conducting through the
gravels of major streams and rivers, seepage from reservoirs, irrigations and rainfall of well drained
alluvial soils in the valley portions of the County.  Decreasing groundwater quality in areas of the
county is having adverse effects on domestic water suppliers, as well as the agricultural lands.  As
groundwater becomes unavailable for domestic use, other sources have to be found.  As a result,
urban and agricultural users are becoming more competitive for water supplies. 

Conservation is the most cost-effective way to ensure adequate water supplies for all residents of
Stanislaus County.  Local farmers long have practiced conservation methods, and their ability to
survive dry years is indicative of their success.  Research is continually improving agricultural
technology, and water-saving innovations are continually being adapted by local growers.

Domestic and industrial users also need to be informed about the need for conservation and
methods of lowering their water requirements.  All types of water sources in the County are
increasingly interdependent.  The availability of irrigation water is affected by the use of water by
city-dwellers and businesses; the availability of drinking water and industrial water is affected by
agricultural practices.
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Policy 3.4

The County shall encourage the conservation of water for both agricultural and urban uses.

Implementation Measures

1. The County shall encourage water conservation by farmers by providing information on
irrigation methods and best management practices and coordinating with conservation
efforts of the Farm Bureau, Resource Conservation Districts, Natural Resource
Conservation Service, and irrigation districts.
Responsible Departments: Agricultural Commissioner, U.C. Cooperative Extension,

Board of Supervisors

2. The County shall encourage urban water conservation and coordinate with conservation
efforts of cities, local water districts and irrigation districts that deliver domestic water.
Responsible Departments: Department of Environmental Resources, Board of

Supervisors

3. The County shall continue to implement adopted landscape and irrigation standards
designed to reduce water consumption in the landscape environment. 
Responsible Departments: Planning Department, Planning Commission, Board of

Supervisors

4. The County shall work with local irrigation districts to preserve water rights and ensure that
water saved through conservation may be stored and used locally, rather than
"appropriated" and moved to metropolitan areas outside of Stanislaus County.
Responsible Departments: Board of Supervisors

Policy 3.5

The County will continue to protect the quality of water necessary for crop production and
marketing.

Implementation Measures

1. The County shall continue to require analysis of groundwater impacts in Environmental
Impact Reports for proposed developments. 
Responsible Departments: Department of Environmental Resources, Planning

Department, Planning Commission, Board of
Supervisors

2. The County shall investigate and adopt appropriate regulations to protect water quality. 
Responsible Departments: Department of Environmental Resources, Planning

Department, Planning Commission, Board of
Supervisors

Objective Number 3.3: Soil Resources

The continued success of agriculture in Stanislaus County depends on conserving our soil
resource.  In addition to supporting the production of crops and livestock forage, soil is a vital part
of the ecosystem and a record of past biological and physical processes.  Formed slowly through
the interaction of climate, living and decomposing organisms, local geology and erosion, soil is
considered a non-renewable resource that requires proper management to ensure its continued
productivity.
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There are two main soil management problems in Stanislaus County:  salinity, or the build-up of
salts, and erosion caused by wind, water and irrigation.  Salinity and irrigation induced salinity is
especially problematic west of the San Joaquin River.  Low quality irrigation water and poor
drainage have resulted in the build up of salt and mineral concentrations in the soil.  Wind erosion
is more widespread in the coarse textured soils east of the San Joaquin River, resulting in the loss
of productive topsoil and contributing to air and water quality problems.

Resource Conservation Districts (RCDs) provide assistance to control soil erosion and runoff, water
conservation, stabilize soils, and protect water quality through cooperative agreements and grants
with the USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS).  Through these agreements, the
RCDs can prioritize resource concerns so that funding for conservation practices can be directed
through NRCS.  

The county is served by two Resource Conservation Districts.  The East Stanislaus Resource
Conservation District sphere of influence is east of the San Joaquin River and extends to the county
lines.  The West Stanislaus Resource Conservation District is located west of the San Joaquin
River and extends to the county lines. 

Policy 3.6

The County shall encourage the conservation of soil resources.

Implementation Measures

1. The County shall continue to provide soil management information and coordinate with soil
conservation efforts of local, state, and federal agencies. 
Responsible Departments: Agricultural Commissioner, U.C. Cooperative Extension

2. The County shall support efforts of local Resource Conservation Districts in their activities
to support local agriculture. 
Responsible Departments: Board of Supervisors

3. The County shall continue to refer proposed developments whenever appropriate to
Resource Conservation Districts and irrigation districts for their review and analysis of
impacts on soil resources.
Responsible Departments: Planning Department
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DEFINITIONS

Agricultural Land - Any land suited for agriculture.

Agricultural Uses - Land uses that are directly connected with or customarily incidental to
agriculture.

Agriculture - The tilling of the soil, the raising of crops, horticulture, viticulture, small livestock
farming, dairying, aquaculture, or animal husbandry, including all uses customarily
incidental thereto but not including slaughterhouses, fertilizer yards, bone yards or plants
for the reduction of animal matter or any other industrial use which is similarly objectionable
because of noise, odor, smoke, dust or fumes. 

Agricultural Service Establishment - A business engaging in activities designed to aid production
agriculture.  Service does not include the provision of tangible goods except those sold
directly to farmers and used specifically to aid in production of farm animals or crops.  Nor
does service include any business which has the primary function of manufacturing
products.

Buffer - A physical separation such as a topographic feature, a substantial stand of trees, a water
course or similar feature that serves to protect or insulate one type of land use from another.

Clustering - A development technique that involves the grouping together of residences and other
structures in a relatively small area, as opposed to dispersing those structures over a larger
area.

Farmland - The type of agricultural land best suited for growing crops.  In this document, "farmland"
is used synonymously with "agricultural land" to mean any land suited for agriculture.

Grazing Land - Land on which existing vegetation is suited for the grazing of livestock.

Non-Agricultural Uses - Land uses that are not directly connected with or customarily incidental to
agriculture.

Production Agriculture - Agriculture for the purpose of producing any and all plant and animal
commodities for commercial purposes.  

Ranchette - An individual parcel of land in an agricultural zone valued for its residential potential
which cannot be supported by the agricultural income potential of the land.

Remote Development - Development that takes place away from existing cities or urban centers.

Right-to-Farm Ordinance - Stanislaus County Ordinance Code, Section 9.32.010, Chapter 9.  A
local ordinance that protects the rights of farmers to carry on their "normal" agricultural
practices with a decreased risk of nuisance lawsuits.

Rural - Characteristic of the country, as distinguished from city or town.

Setback - The distance between the nearest point of the building or structure and the right-of-way
or easement borderline or property line.
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Urban - Characteristic of the city, as distinguished from the country.

Urban Development - In incorporated areas, development that is served by both public water and
public sewer services; in unincorporated areas, development that is served by public water
and/or public sewer services.

 
Urbanization - The process of changing from rural to urban in character.

I:\PLANNING\GENERAL PLAN\Agriculture Element\AG Element Final.wpd
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APPENDIX "A"
STANISLAUS COUNTY

BUFFER AND SETBACK GUIDELINES
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1For purposes of these guidelines discretionary permit shall mean any general plan amendment, community
plan amendment, rezone, tentative map, parcel map, use permit (excluding single-family dwellings in the A-2
zoning district), or variance processed by the County Planning & Community Development Department.
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Stanislaus County
Buffer and Setback Guidelines 

Purpose and Intent:
The purpose of these guidelines is to protect the long-term health of local agriculture by minimizing
conflicts resulting from normal agricultural practices as a consequence of new or expanding non-
agricultural uses approved in or adjacent to the A-2 (General Agriculture) zoning district.    

The intent of these guidelines is to establish standards for the development and maintenance of
buffers and setbacks designed to physically and biologically avoid conflicts between agricultural and
non-agricultural uses.   

Applicability:
These guidelines shall apply to all new or expanding non-agricultural uses approved by
discretionary permit1 in the A-2 zoning district or on a parcel adjoining the A-2 zoning district.  Non-
agricultural uses located within a Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) adopted Sphere
of Influence (SOI) for an incorporated city shall be subject to these guidelines if the project site is
located within 300 feet of any production agriculture operation, as defined by the Stanislaus County
General Plan Agricultural Element, or the outer boundary of the SOI at the time of approval. 

Buffer and setback requirements established by these guidelines shall be located on the parcel for
which a discretionary permit is sought and shall protect the maximum amount of adjoining farmable
land. 

Buffer Design Standards for New Non-Agricultural Uses:

• All projects shall incorporate a minimum 150-foot wide buffer.  Projects which propose
people intensive outdoor activities, such as athletic fields, shall incorporate a minimum 300-
foot wide buffer.  All buffers shall incorporate a solid wall and vegetative screen consistent
with the following standards:  

Fencing: A 6-foot high solid wall of uniform construction shall be installed along any
portion of a buffer where the project site and the adjoining agricultural
operation share a common parcel line. 

Vegetative Screen: (minimum standards)
• Two staggered rows of trees and shrubs characterized by evergreen foliage

extending from the base of the plant to the crown.  Fast growing plants with a short-
life span shall be discouraged.   

• Trees and shrubs should be vigorous, drought tolerant and at least 6-feet in height
at the time of installation. 

• Plants shall have 50% to 70% porosity (i.e., approximately 50% to 75% of the plant
is air space).

• Plant height shall vary in order to capture drift within 4-feet of ground application. 
• A mature height of 15-feet or more shall be required for each tree. 
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• To ensure adequate coverage, two staggered rows shall be located 5-feet apart and
consist of minimum 5 gallon plants at least 6-feet tall planted 10-feet on center.
Alternative spacing between rows may be authorized to accommodate the needs
of specific plant species. 

• Permitted uses within a buffer area shall include: public roadways, utilities, drainage
facilities, landscaping, parking lots and similar low human intensity uses.   Walking and bike
trails shall be allowed within buffers provided they are designed without rest areas.  
• Landscaping shall be designed to exclude turf areas which could induce activities

and add to overall maintenance costs and water usage.

Buffer and Setback Design Standards for Expanding Non-Agricultural Uses:

• Where existing development on a project site will allow, accommodation of a buffer as
required for new non-agricultural uses shall be provided.  

• Where existing development on a project site will not allow a buffer as required for new non-
agricultural uses, fencing and vegetative screening as required for new non-agricultural
uses shall be provided within the area available.    

• A minimum building setback of 150-feet, measured from the property line of any adjoining
property located in the A-2 zoning district, shall be required for any addition to an existing
building or any new building associated with the expansion of a non-agricultural use.

Buffer and Setback Maintenance:

• Projects subject to these guidelines shall be conditioned to require the property owner(s)
be responsible for all aspects of on-going maintenance of buffers and setback areas.  The
property owner(s) shall be responsible for maintaining landscape plants in a healthy and
attractive condition. 

• A landowners association or other appropriate entity shall be required to maintain buffers
to control litter, fire hazards, pests, and other maintenance problems when a project
consists of multiple parcels which may be held under separate ownership. 

• The property owner, landowners association, or responsible entity shall be responsible for
maintaining landscape plants in a healthy and attractive condition.  Dead or dying plants
shall be replaced with materials of equal size and similar variety within 30-days of weather
permitting.

• When buffers are required as part of a specific plan, the County may require dedication of
buffer areas and formation of service district to insure long-term up keep and maintenance
of the buffer.   

Agricultural Transition:

• The Board of Supervisors may authorize the abandonment and reuse of buffer areas if
agricultural uses on all adjacent parcels within 150-foot radius of the project site have
permanently ceased.
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Alternative Buffer and Setback Design Standards:

 • Any alternative buffer and setback design standards proposed by a project applicant shall
be reviewed and supported by the Stanislaus County Agricultural Advisory Board prior to
consideration by the Stanislaus County Planning Department.  In no case, shall the required
standards be reduced, unless the proposed alternative is found to provide equal or greater
protection to surrounding agricultural uses. 

 I:\PLANNING\GENERAL PLAN\Agriculture Element\Appendix A - Ag Element Buffer Guidelines.wpd
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Ventura County, CA 

Resources Element of the General Plan – Farmland Resources Goals, Policies and 
Programs 

Ventura County Department of Agriculture – Agricultural/Urban Buffer Policy 
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1.6 Farmland Resources 
Agriculture plays an important role in the National, State, and County economy.  Ventura County is 
one of the principal agricultural counties in the State, ranking tenth in 1987, with a total income of over 
610 million dollars and ranked seventeenth in farm earnings out of 3,175 counties nationally. 

This high productivity is made possible by the County's abundance of the natural resources required 
for agricultural production; primarily soils, water, climate and topography. 

The first step in evaluating and preserving farmland is to inventory existing resources.  For 
inventorying County farmlands, the Federal Important Farmlands Inventory (IFI) system is used.  This 
system generally evaluates farmland in light of its productive capabilities rather than the mere 
presence of ideal soil conditions.  The system effectively recognizes a great deal of land in California 
and Ventura County which would not ordinarily be classified as "prime" under the old evaluation 
system, but which is, nevertheless, among the most productive land in the country. 

The Important Farmland Inventory uses five classifications: Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide 
Importance, Unique Farmland, Farmland of Local Importance, and Grazing Land.  The minimum 
mapping unit is 10 acres, except for Grazing Land which is 40 acres.  Areas smaller than the minimum 
mapping unit are not considered as agricultural land. 

Prime Farmland and Farmland of Statewide Importance were identified by the Department of 
Conservation in cooperation with the United States Department of Agriculture Soil Conservation 
Service.  Both Unique Farmland and Farmland of Local Importance are identified by local advisory 
committees composed of members of the agricultural community, citizens groups, and concerned 
public agencies.  (For a map of Important Farmlands Inventory, refer to Resources Appendix.) 

Erosion of soil is a problem in much of the County.  This erosion problem is closely correlated with 
steep slopes or areas subject to flooding.  Agricultural development on hillsides has caused erosion 
and the subsequent siltation. 

The County has adopted a number of programs designed to preserve farmland.  These programs 
include: 

• The Agricultural land use designation (see Land Use Chapter), which established a forty acre 
minimum parcel size and A-E zoning; 

• Participation in Greenbelt Agreements and the Guidelines for Orderly Development with the cities 
which seek to prevent urban encroachment into agricultural areas (see Land Use Chapter). 

• Widespread use of Land Conservation Act Contracts to provide tax rate reductions as an incentive 
for maintaining agriculture. 

• Participation in numerous water resource development and conservation programs to ensure long-
term availability of water for agriculture. 

The goals, policies, and programs which apply to farmland are as follows: 

1.6.1 Goals 

1. Preserve and protect irrigated agricultural lands as a nonrenewable resource to assure the 
continued availability of such lands for the production of food, fiber and ornamentals. 

2. Encourage the continuation and development of facilities and programs that enhance the 
marketing of County grown agricultural products. 

1.6.2 Policies 

1. Discretionary development located on land designated as Agricultural (see Land Use Chapter) 
and identified as Prime Farmland or Farmland of Statewide Importance on the State's 
Important Farmland Inventory, shall be planned and designed to remove as little land as 
possible from potential agricultural production and to minimize impacts on topsoil. 

2. Hillside agricultural grading shall be regulated by the Public Works Agency through the Hillside 
Erosion Control Ordinance. 
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3. Land Conservation Act (LCA) Contracts shall be encouraged on irrigated farmlands. 

4. The Public Works Agency shall plan transportation capital improvements so as to mitigate 
impacts to important farmlands to the extent feasible. 

5. The County shall preserve agricultural land by retaining and expanding the existing Greenbelt 
Agreements and encouraging the formation of additional Greenbelt Agreements. 

6. Discretionary development adjacent to Agricultural-designated lands shall not conflict with 
agricultural use of those lands. 

1.6.3 Programs 

1. The Planning Division, in conjunction with the Agricultural Commissioner, Farm Advisor, 
Agricultural Advisory Committee and Assessor's Office, will administer, periodically review, 
and update as necessary the County's Land Conservation Act Guidelines and standard 
contract language. 

2. The Planning Division, in conjunction with the Agricultural Commissioner, Farm Advisor and 
Agricultural Advisory Committee, will develop and implement standards governing 
development adjacent to agricultural uses.  The standards should address fencing and spray 
buffers between agricultural areas and residences, off-site flood control measures, siltation 
control from grading operations and the development of a standard County-imposed 
entitlement condition which notifies new property owners of County and State laws protecting 
agricultural operations.  After the development of standards, they could be added as policies 
into the General Plan to guide future land use decisions. 

3. The Planning Division will continue to work with State and Federal agencies to periodically 
update the Important Farmlands Inventory Map to reflect current conditions. 

4. The Planning Division will prepare an annual status report on Land Conservation Act 
Contracts (LCA), agricultural acreage, and other agriculture related information. 

1.7 Scenic Resources 
The visual beauty and aesthetic quality of the natural landscape in Ventura County are significant 
resources.  The County's natural visual resources are largely composed of the varied topography, 
exposed geological formations, heterogeneous vegetation, beaches and waterways.  The man-made 
environment of parks, golf courses, harbors, public buildings, and major commercial, industrial, and 
residential developments can also contribute to, or detract from, scenic resource quality. The scenic 
resources of Ventura County, especially the coastline, within the viewshed of the County's lakes, and 
along designated State and County Scenic Highways, are of considerable value both in providing a 
pleasurable environment for local citizens and in stimulating tourism.  Coastline resources are 
discussed in the Coastal Area Plan, and the viewshed of lakes and scenic highways are discussed 
herein. 

Conservation of scenic resources is most critical where the resources will be frequently and readily 
viewed, as from a highway, or where the resource is particularly unique.   

Ventura County has identified the viewsheds of lakes and State or County designated scenic 
highways as being worthy of special protection.  These protected areas are described as Scenic 
Resource Areas which are depicted in Resource Protection Map (Figure 1). In addition, area plans 
may identify local scenic resources as Scenic Resource Areas unique or of significant importance to 
that area. 

The goals, policies and programs which apply to scenic resources include: 

1.7.1 Goals 

1. Preserve and protect the significant open views and visual resources of the County. 

2. Protect the visual resources within the viewshed of lakes and State and County designated 
scenic highways, and other scenic areas as may be identified by an area plan. 

3. Enhance and maintain the visual appearance of buildings and developments. 
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— Serving Ventura County since 1895 — 

Office of 
AGRICULTURAL COMMISSIONER 

P.O. Box 889, Santa Paula, CA 93061 
815 East Santa Barbara Street 

Telephone:  (805) 933-3165, (805) 647-5931 
FAX:  (805) 525-8922 

 
County of Ventura 

Agricultural/Urban Buffer Policy –  Revised 7/19/06 
 

The purpose of this policy is to protect the public health, safety and welfare of the citizens of Ventura County and 
protect the economic viability and long-term sustainability of the Ventura County agricultural industry.   
 
New urban developments (and non-farming activities) should be required to lessen public and animal exposure to 
agricultural chemicals, dust, noise and odors and protect agricultural operations and land from vandalism, pilferage, 
trespassing and complaints against standard legal agricultural practices. 
 
This Policy provides guidelines to prevent and/or mitigate conflicts that may arise at the agricultural/urban interface.  It 
applies where urban structures or ongoing non-farming activities are permitted adjacent to land 1) in crop or orchard 
production; or 2) classified by the California Department of Conservation Important Farmland Inventory as Prime, 
Statewide Importance, Unique or Local Importance farmland.  These guidelines apply to projects requiring discretionary 
approval by the county or a city where the proposed non-farming activity is abutting or on land zoned AE, OS or RA, 
and the farming activity is located outside a Sphere of Influence, as adopted by LAFCO.  The Agricultural Policy 
Advisory Committee (APAC) or the Agricultural Commissioner may grant an exemption to these policies on a case-by-
case basis, where physical factors prevent or alleviate the need for compliance. 
 
Where applicable, urban developments or non-agricultural uses shall be conditioned to provide and maintain a 300-foot 
setback and chain-link fence on the non-agricultural property between the urban use and the agriculture, or a 150-foot 
buffer/setback if a vegetative screen as described below is used. 
 

APPLYING THE POLICY TO NEW DEVELOPMENT 
 
New dwellings, non-agricultural work sites and ongoing outdoor public activities potentially conflict with agricultural 
operations.  A buffer/setback and fencing are therefore needed on these sites when they are developed adjacent to the 
qualifying agricultural land.  A 300-foot setback to new structures and sensitive uses is required on the non-agricultural 
property unless a vegetative screen is installed.  With a vegetative screen the buffer/setback is a minimum of 150-feet. 
 
Fencing requirements: 
A reinforced 8-foot chain link fence with top bar is required on applicable urban developments to deter pilferage and 
vandalism of crops.  Placement is nearest the agricultural side.  If the agricultural field has a fence, the requirement may 
be satisfied. 
 
Minimum standards for vegetative screen (shelter belt): 

• Two staggered rows of trees and shrubs characterized by evergreen foliage that extends from the base 
of the plant to the crown 

• Trees and shrubs should be vigorous, drought tolerant and at least 6 feet in height at the time of 
installation 

• Plants should have 50% to 75% porosity (i.e., approximately 50% to 75% of the plant is air space)  
• Plant height should vary in order to capture drift within 4 feet of ground applications  
• A mature height of 15 feet or more is required for trees  

Agricultural Commissioner
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— Serving Ventura County since 1895 — 

• To ensure adequate coverage, 2 staggered rows should be located 5 feet apart and consist of minimum 5 
gallon plants at least 6 feet tall planted 10 feet on center  

• Recommended plants include: Toyon (Heteromeles arbutifolia), Sugarbush (Rhus ovata), Laurel sumac 
(Malosma laurina) and Italian cypress (Cupressus sempervirens) 

• A long-term plan shall be in place for maintaining the vegetative shelter belt 
 
The following uses are acceptable within 300 feet of agriculture: 

• Parking lots and garages 
• Landscaping/hardscape 
• Storage sheds or open storage 
• Greenhouse structures with venting away from the non-agricultural area 
• Wooden or chain link fencing 
• Some types of livestock such as range cattle or sheep (other livestock only as approved by APAC) 
• Roads and drainage facilities 
• Farmworker dwellings where notification between farmer and occupants can easily occur prior to 

spraying 
• Low human-intensity uses as approved by APAC 

 
The following uses are acceptable within 150 feet of agriculture with a vegetative screen (shelter belt): 

• All uses acceptable within 300 feet 
• Front yard setbacks 
• Hiking, bike or bridle paths 
• Single-use facilities for government, institutional or educational use where agreements and notification 

between parties can easily occur prior to spraying   
• Farm and produce stands where notification between farmers and occupants can easily occur prior to 

spraying 
• Agricultural Tourism in accordance with a Conditional Use Permit (CUP)  

 

APPLYING THE POLICY TO MODIFICATIONS OF EXISTING USES/ACTIVITIES 
• All Policy guidelines apply where feasible 

 
The following apply where existing structures do not allow a 300-foot or 150-foot setback: 

• Installation of a reduced vegetative screen 
• Reinforced 8-foot chain link fence (minimum requirement) 
• Information exchange for agricultural spraying notification 
• Posting of Right-to-Farm Ordinance at the site of existing uses/activities 
• Agreement to modify existing cooperative practices, if needed 

 
The following apply where a school is located directly within 300 feet of agriculture: 

• All K-12 school construction within 300 feet of agriculture requires a public meeting by APAC – and is 
strongly discouraged within ¼-mile of agriculture 

• When a school is located directly within 300 feet of agriculture, the recommendations in Farming Near 
Schools, A Community Guide for Protecting Children (available from the Agricultural Commissioner’s 
Office or www.agfuturesalliance.net) shall be followed by both the farmer and the school 

 
These Guidelines were developed in part from data from Spray Drift Task Force (1997), established in response to EPA 
spray drift data requirements.   
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