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.

. 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 I,
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 Il 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 Ill, J.2.c.) and to incorporate on-site agricultural uses into the common and landscaped
areas where feasible. (FEIR, Appendix F, p. 118.)

Part lll 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 Il 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 Il, 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. (ld.) 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."

'No 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 Agricultural Agricultural Limited Total Width
Adjacency Buffer Width Building Zone (LBZ)
Area # Width'
AA 3 50’ 20 70
AA 4 50° 0-427 50-92’
AA5 50’ 50’ 100’
AA 6 50’ 50’ 100’
AA7 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°

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 Il, 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 Il 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 Il 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. (ld.
§ 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. (ld. § 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. (ld. §§ 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. (ld.)

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). (ld. 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
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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 soll
stabilizers to inactive, exposed surfaces when not in use for more than 3 days. Non-toxic soll
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 Level’ 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; AA4; AA12
Greenhouse/Nursery Highly Compatible AA7; AA 11;
Undeveloped Highly Compatible N/A

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 Ill 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. (ld.)

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

Global-36



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)

Il 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-Ta 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. (/d. 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." (/d.) 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. (/d.
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." (/d.
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." (/d. at p. 18)°

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[.]"
(/d.) 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. (/d. 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. (/d. 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[.]" (/d.)

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." (/d. 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. (/d. 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." (/d. 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. (/d. at p. 10; see also id. at p. 69)* 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

°A 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.

*Ms. 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, "[flield 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)." (/d.) 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." (/d.)

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. (/d.) Standel Lane is situated between the proposed project and the
adjacent agricultural operations. (/d.; 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." (/d.) In
addition, the buffer would incorporate fencing as a barrier to minimize trespassing and a
limitation on building to reduce density near adjacent farmland. (/d.) 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. (/d.; 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. (/d.) 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 S

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. (/d.)

Further, as discussed in detail in Section | 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. (/d.) 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. (/d.)
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. (/d.)
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 | 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. (/d.)

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. (/d.)
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. (/d., 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. (/d.)
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 | 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. (/d.) 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. (/d.; ARR, Figure 169)

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. (/d.)
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. (/d., 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. (/d.)
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)

Global-45



Further, as discussed in detail in Section | 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. (/d.) 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. (/d.)
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.

Global-46



Attachment A

Agricultural Buffer Criteria for the City of Arroyo Grande by Laura Pennebaker (2009)

Global-47



AGRICULTURAL BUFFER CRITERIA

FOR THE CITY OF ARROYO GRANDE

A Professional Project
Presented to the Faculty of
California Polytechnic State University

San Luis Obispo

In Partial Fulfillment
of the Requirements for the Degree of

Master of City and Regional Planning

Prepared by:
Laura A. Pennebaker

May 2009

Global-Agricultural Resources, Indirect-Attachment A



©2009
Laura A. Pennebaker

ALL RIGHTS RESERVED

Global-Agricultural Resources, Indirect-Attachment A



TITLE:

AUTHOR:

DATE SUBMITTED:

COMMITTEE CHAIR:

COMMITTEE MEMBER:

COMMITTEE MEMBER:

COMMITEE PAGE

AGRICULTURAL BUFFER CRITERIA FOR THE CITY
OF ARROYO GRANDE

LAURA PENNEBAKER

MAY 2009

Paul Wack, AICP

Adrienne Greve

Teresa McClish, AICP

Global-Agricultural Resources, Indirect-Attachment A



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
minimumZ100 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:
o Examine the literature and issues regarding agricultural buffer effectiveness and design.
e Conduct a policy review of General Plan and Zoning/Development Code documents for
five jurisdictions to determine setback and vegetative screening criteria used.
o 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
guantities 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 | and 11 soils. Figures
1.3 and 1.4 below illustrate the presence of Class | and Il soils within the City limits and parcels

with agricultural land use and zoning designations.
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Figure 1.3 — Class I and 1 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

Global-Agricultural Resources, Indirect-Attachment A



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:

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

e 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.

e 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.

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

o 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).

e 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.

o Greater buffer distances may be required based upon site-specific circumstances.

10
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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.

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

o 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.

11
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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
12
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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

13
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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

14
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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.

15
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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.

e 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:

e  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.

e  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:
o Vegetated buffers should be a minimum total width of 40 meters (131 feet)
e 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).
e Vegetated buffers should include species with long, thin, rough foliage (from the base to
the crown) which facilitates the efficient capture of spray droplets.
e Vegetative buffers should provide a permeable barrier with roughly 50% porosity (half of
the vegetative screen should be air space).
e 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.
e 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:

e 10 - 20 foot wide buffer containing;
e Planting of a 7 foot wide single row of trees with trespass inhibiting shrubs and,;
e 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:

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

e 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:

e 50 - 100 foot wide buffer containing;
e 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;

e 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:

o 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.

e Buildings and structures may not be built within buffer areas.

e Berms, detention ponds, ditches, and swales must be professionally designed and
approved.

e 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.

e 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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o 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:

o Buffers should be visually appealing to increase their acceptability and perceived

effectiveness;

e 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.

o Trees in buffers should be separated from fields, yards, or other structures by a significant

amount of space (i.e. 16 feet).

o Buffers should be as solid and consistent as possible (i.e. no gaps between or along the

length of the buffer.)

o 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.

o Buffers should have a diversity of plants and include a shrub layer as well as a tree layer.

e 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)

2)

3)

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.

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.

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:

e What is a rational sethack distance and who determines that distance?

e What scientific evidence supports the setback distance?

e How are provisions made for exceptions/reduction and who grants them?
o |s 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 Vegetative Component
Average Range 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 100 - 800 feet Y (recommended as mitigation)
County
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.

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

strong agricultural buffer policies, and types of crop production.

e 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.

e 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.

e 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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e 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:

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

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

e 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:
o Citation of or reference to any scientific studies which were used in the formation of
agricultural buffer policy.
o 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:
e Presence of exception or modification provisions in the buffer policy.
e 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 (V1) 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

AG-1: AG1l1- New residential Encourage participation in the Williamson Act and

Maintain Protect subdivisions and other other farmland preservation programs.

agriculture agricultural land u_rban develo_pment are Establish a 150 foot minimum agricultural

asan from urban discouraged in areas of buffer around the City. Require dedication from

important development Classl and 2 soils except developers of lands to make up the buffer

industry except where the genergl plan land concurrently with any peripheral development.

around where the use map has designated the _ _ _ _

Davis. general plan area for urban uses. Continue to \_/vork V\(lth counties, _other cities and the
land use map general public to minimize conflicts with land uses

designates the
land for urban
use.

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.

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:

e  Bike paths e  Benches

e  Community Gardens e Lights

e  Organic Agriculture e  Trash Enclosures

e Native Plants e Fencing

e  Tree and Hedge Rows e 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:

e Native Plants o Natural Areas such as Creeks or Drainage

e  Tree or Hedge Rows Swales

e  Drainage Channels e Railroad track and other utility corridors

e  Storm Retention Ponds e 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:

e Riparian corridors and wetlands (including

the Napa River);

e Hillsides;

e  Critical wildlife habitat; and

e  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 ¥ 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:

e  Sethack - 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
e  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:
e 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:

e Name and address of owner o Name, address, professional status, license

e  Location and Assessor’s Parcel Number. number and phone number of the person who

e North arrow and scale, as well as the name and prepared the plan.
location of the nearest public road intersection e  Plans including detailed construction plans

e  Site plan clearly showing special agricultural showing how the project complies with the
buffer in relation to property line(s) adjacent to requirements of an agricultural buffer plan
the RUL line, adjacent property line(s), public including but not limited to building materials,
streets and other features such as creeks and construction techniques, and landscaping.
rivers as well as lot(s), building envelope(s) and e A summary discussion of site design and
any proposed building(s). proposed measures to mitigate the agricultural —

urban residential land use conflicts including
setbacks, landscaping, grading and special
construction techniques.

Other Requirements:

e No accessory structures are permitted within the e All approved agricultural buffer measures to
landscape buffer area (except buffer fences and mitigate agricultural — urban residential land use
walls as well as pump stations or other similar conflicts shall become project conditions of
improvements) approval.

e  Permanence of the landscaped buffer shall be e Site design shall include a project layout with
assured through appropriate easements or streets that DO NOT end at the RUL to
equally effective restrictions and ongoing preclude a future extension into unincorporated
maintenance and funding mechanisms. areas outside the RUL.

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

Waivers and Modifications

e  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.

e  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

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

of Supervisors (Appendix D). 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/lssue 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)
contacted whenever possible.
3)

An on-site evaluation is conducted usually with the applicant and/or agent. Nearby agricultural operators are

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:

e  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.

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

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

e  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

400 - 800 feet
300 - 800 feet
200 - 500 feet

100 - 400 feet
100 - 200 feet

Vineyard

Irrigated Orchards

Irrigated Vegetables and Berries
Field Crops

Dry Farm Almonds

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:
o  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.

e  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.

e  Specific types of proposed industrial land uses adjacent to agricultural land will be evaluated on a case-by-

case basis through the referral process.

e 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)
e  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 S