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Arcade Creek Restoration Project
4347 Stollwood Drive
Carmichael, CA 95608

November 26, 1984

Sacramento City Council
City Hall, Room 205
915 1 Street

.Sacramento, CA 95814

Sacramento Board of Supervisors
700 H Street, Room 2450
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Sir/Madame:

The Arcade Creek Restoration Project (ACRP) is a body of
concerned citizens who have pooled their resources and talents
in an effort to optimize the value of Del Paso Regional Park
for a broad base of user groups while preserving the park's
most unique feature- that of an urban natural area. We would
like to share some of our experiences with the participants
in the Agriculture and Open Space Workshop. We believe these
experiences have a direct bearing upon the type of protection
natural habitat and open space areas will require if they are
to remain "natural" and "open".

Existing developments within Del Paso Regional Park (City
of Sacramento) include: Haggin Oaks Golf Course, Harry Renfree
Field (baseball), the Sacramento Horseman's Association, the
Sacramento Trapp Shooting Club, the Sacramento Science Center
and Junior Museum, the Sacramento Children's Receiving Home,

a neighborhood park, and parcels leased to SMUD, the Senior
Gleaners Inc., and a self storage business. These develop-
ments occupy 433 acres of the 679 acre park. The remaining

. 246 acres are classified as "undeveloped" but are regularly

used for horseback.riding, hiking, jogging, and a wide range
of other nature appreciation activities.

Undeveloped parcels of particular interest are Arcade Creek
and its annual flood plain (approximately 50 acres), a 13 acre

'area contiguous with the creek and extending into the uplands

north of Longview Drive and west of the Senior Gleaners facility,
two creek terraces east of Watt Avenue comprising 20 and 12

acres and separated by a small tributary to Arcade Creek (Norris
Swale), and a relatively large (60 acre) tract consisting of the
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Arcade Creek terrace and adjacent uplands between Watt Avenue
and Haggin Oaks Golf Course.

The Del Paso Regional Park Master Plan proposes a 28 acre
athletic complex within the center of the 60 acre terrace-upland
area just west of Watt Avenue. The two terraces east of Watt
Avenue would be developed into a 13 acre day use recreation area
and 6 acre neighborhood park, respectively. The 13 acre upland
parcel north of Longview Drive was not included in the master
plan although we learned later Parks and Community Services was
contemplating leasing or selling the land to commercial developers.

During late spring and early summer 1984 Arcade Creek Res-
toration Project personnel began inventorying natural habitat
areas slated for development. We discovered the area west of
Watt Avenue and east of Haggin Oaks Golf Course contained intact
old growth riparian oak forest under which oak.saplings can be found.
The adjacent ¢reek terrace was found to possess mature oaks between
which is the largest area of oak reproduction in our region, uplands
adjacent to this terrace are the site of the largest heritage
oaks in the park (all with saplings beyond their drip_lines), and
vernal pools. These features would be decimated by the city's
athletic complex conceptual design. A

The ‘13 acre parcel north of Longview Drive slated for com-
mercial development possessed the largest stand of blue oak
woodland and savanna remaining in the park. Blue oak stands were
once the dominant vegetation of Del Paso Park but are the most
restricted type today. Moreover, these stands also posse$sed
young blue oaks. The small terrace east of Norris Swale also
possessed rare oak reproduction and both this terrace and the
larger one to the west possessed significant reestablishment of
riparian oak forest about their boundaries with Arcade Creek and
Norris Swale. Oak regeneration on the smaller terrace would be
lost to development of the neighborhood park and a frisbee golf
course would impact the riparian zone.

In summary, nearly all the lands proposed for development
in the Del Paso Park Master Plan contain outstanding examples
of natural area elements which are rare and declining throughout
the Central Valley. Mature riparian oak forest is reported by
the Nature Conservancy to be restricted to 0.1% of its origional
distribution.and most remaining stands are devoid of young trees.
\Reproduction within upland oak communities (particularly blue
.0ak woodland-savanna) has not been widespread since the 1880's.
Vernal pools on low terrace soils are now restricted to less
than 5% of their origional distribution within Sacramento Co.
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This concentration of rare and very rare plant communities has
somehow managed to persist well within the boundaries of the
Sacramento Metropolitan Area where they are less than a five
minute walk from the Sacramento Science Center and Junior Museum.
The net effect of the Del Paso Master Plan would ‘be to eliminate
these natural features.

On August 1, 1984 ACRP attempted to bring the vernal pool
and blue oak woodland-savanna findings to the attention of
Parks and Community Services Director Robert Thomas. On September
5, 1984 we underscored the value of not developing the terrace
and vernal pool areas west of Watt Avenue and demonstrated how
movement of one fairway (#13) in Haggin Oaks Golf Course could
permit location of an athletic complex in the region without
loosing the natural area assets. The response to these efforts
was predominantly negative. On October 5, 1984 ACRP presented
Parks and Community Services with a comprehensive summary of
the natural area attributes within Del Paso Regional Park. We
explained how the city's development proposals would destroy or
degrade these natural elements and offered to discuss the matter
further with the city staff and their environmental consultants.
(Jones, Stokes, and Associates). On October 8, 1984 the city
presented its environmentally destructive plan 1 athletic complex
~and day .use recreation and neighborhood park proposals for the,
"undeveloped" lands in Del Paso Park, ;:At this point and in the Draft
EIR public meeting on November 14, 1984 the city refused to eVén
discuss the fate of the oak savanna north of Longview Drive
despite overwhelming public support for an environmentally
sensitive solution to the problems posed by Del Paso Master Plan
developments,

After the Notice of Preparation public meeting (8 Oct 1984)
ACRP presented extensive testimony to the City of Sacramento and
Jones, Stokes and Associates on October 10 and again on October
15, 1984, Little, if any, of this material was incorporated into
the Draft EIR. As a direct result of th se omissions, on Nov. "14,
1984, ACRP again.reviewed. the damage implicit in the_ city's dev-
elopment plans. We also explained how the developments could be
situated to minimize adverse environmental impacts. At this time
we also offered a comprehensive mitigation package for Del Paso
Park which would preserve and/or restore natural habitat resources
such that it could be reasonably argue the city development plans
were 'not inconsistent with their own natural habitat-open space
guidlines.

On November 21, 1984, with the Sacramento environmental
community preparing for litigation, the Department of Parks and
Community Services Director began to at least talk about some of.
the facility placement and mitigation issues. However, as Parks
Director Robert Thomas stated more than once,'"None of this dis-
cussion is binding on anyone."
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At this time we do not know if an environmentally sound
development plan for Del Paso Park will be forthcoming.
Looking back upon our efforts with the City of Sacramento
Department of Parks and Community Services we believe at least
three conclusions can be drawn:

1. Developments were proposed for natural habitat
within Del Paso Park without knowledge of either
the type or value of the natural elements at the
proposed construction sites. '

2. When concerned and knowledgable citizens attempted
to correct these shortcomings their inputs were
ignored, discouraged, or rejected. (At least this
was the firm opinion of all individuals participating
in the negotiation process.) Thé city's posture in
this matter was particularly inappropriate considering
the exceptional values of natural elements at stake
and the City:Parks Master Plan (1984) which directs that
that such assets ought to be preserved.

3. We believe this attitude has prevailed through at
least two public hearings despite overwhelming public
support for environmentally sensitive placement of
developments and a full mitigation package for Del
Paso Regional Park.

ACRP does not believe department policy and/or guidlines
are going to be sufficient to protect, let alone enhance, our
fragile natural heritage. We suggest a joint City-County
Ordinance to protect and restore natural habitat and open space
areas. Only an ordinance mandating effective penalties for
both public and private offenders is likely to draw the type
of respect which will be necessary to protect these areas from
over zealous development., An essential element of such an
ordinance should be a city and county wide inventory of natural
area and open space assets. This inventory should be well
publicized and public meetings, comment, and review encouraged.

Thank you,

lﬁ]u.k\w vTaQQ-LX
Steven N, Talley, Ph.D,
Plant Ecologist
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Sacramento County Farm Buzean

TELEPHONE 383-2841 B467 FLORIN BOAD “ SACRAMENTO, CALIF., 5828

November 26, 1984

We the Sacramento County Farm Bureau thank you for this
opportunity to address this task force. Sacramento County Farm
Bureau is the largest farm organization in Sacramento County.
Qur organization is composed of over 3100 member families. We
are a general farm organization with members from every branch
of agriculture. |

Agriculture is a basic industry ‘making an invaluable
economic contribution to this county., The gross value of
production for 1983 in Sacramento County was approximately
170 millioﬁ dellars.

I have been authorized by the Sacramento County Farm
Bureau Board of Directors to present to you at this time our

basic agricultural land use policy.

Member Member
American Farm Bureau Federation California Farm Bureau Federation



We feel that the use of_general plans are of benefit to agriculture.
We would like to see general plans developed with community input.
The people in the areas of the county know their areas as well or
better than anyone on government staff. We also pelieve that once
~government has been thfough a‘general plan development with good
ucommunity input, please stay with the plan. There have been too
man? times in the last few years that the general plan has been
amended or strayed into another directiqn. Agriculture always seems
to be the losing sector in the planning process.

Following this theme of sticking to the general plan we propose
that orderly development must be followed. Once an area is decided
on for development, complete it before moving to new areas. Farmers
must be allowed some time for long term pianning for investments and
future plans for the family. Can wé recoup the tremendous investment
that farming takes today, and will this investment be an investment
in the future for our families. Farming is a business that often
passes on to our sons §& déughters, but without orderly development
there will be no future to pass on.

Also we propose development of areas of the county and city
that are already developed but are faultering. Areas on the verge
of decay will only be pushed further down and be more difficult to
eventually pump new life into. We feel redeveloping these areas
and the use of infill.waﬁld create an atmosphere of more orderly
development and growth.

The next point we propose is a reexamination of soil classifi-
cation as an indicator if an area should be developed or not. Class
3 & % soil can support crops and can be part of a viable agriculture.
There are times when we would prefer development of Class 1 § 2

soils if this would lead to more orderly growth and a stronger

overall agriculture in the county.



We also want you to know we must have the right to farm. As
developing areas move into agricultural areas there must be a firm
.understanding that as long as long-time acceptable agricultural
practices are used, people in the community will be precluded from
seeking judgementsor harassments to stop or impede in any way timely
_agricultural activities.

We would also like to see better general plan coordination between
the city and the county. Too entitities of government disagreeing
only means that the‘peopie of these areas end up the losers. An
imaginary line does not mean that agriculture and development can
exist together. It takes proper planning to ensure that Sacramento
County has the best of both worlds. We need both a vigorous, viable
agriculture, and a well pianned orderly growth to keep this county

the great place it is to live.

Thank’ you vefy much for your time.,
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Sacramento City Council
Sacramento Board of Supervisors

To:

Comments to be presented at 11-26-84 City-County Urban
Development Task Force Workshop V

I will comment on two subjects pertinent to open space issues 1in
Sacramento.

First, I would 1like to talk about a-1980 publication,prepared by the
Sacramento Audubon-Society. A research and Scientific Committee was
formed to produce this document. Areas of -Critical Concern was written
because Audubon was "concerned about inadequate controls to protect
natural values, rare and endangered plants and animals and non-urban
recreation." The report was distributed to governmental planning and
legislative bodies at all levels having primary control over land uses.
I hope that many here today are familiar with it. Our publication does
not necessarily list all natural open spaces in Sacramento worthy of
preservation and protectlon k

All areas in the report are of critical concern because they qualify
under at least one of eight categories. These categories inhclude:
preservation of an ecosystem; protection of threatened, rare or endan-
gered plants or animals; protection of unusual or characteristic
geological formations; values for outdoor classroom work; importance
for scientific research; use for field trips; protection of scenery
and open space.

'Hav1ng identified these sites, we find it very dlfflcult té keep tabs
on them. We hope that many of these areas will become city or county
owned and maintained nature preserves which will be part of an over-
all open space network. Several of the areas identified. in Sacramento
County are under private ownership and could be candidatés for acquis~
ition. Audubon and ECOS will be working-together to recommend an
ordinance or other mechanism that would facilitate identification and
preservation of all Sacramento areas of critical concern. DMeanwhile,
we recommend our publication as a valuable reference for any open
space dlSCUSSlOHS s

Second, with respect to protecting natural open space, environmental
volunteers know only too well how much of their time, energy and funds
go into efforts to stop development in environmentally sensitive areas
in city, county .and state owned open space. The Arcade Creek Restor-
ation Project is a good example of a small ne1ghborhood/env1ronmental
coalition that would like to be spending its energy enhancing the
natural values of Del Paso Park through trail improvement, clean-up,
erosion control, off-road vehicle control, native plant programs and .
interpretive 81gns Instead, they are currently concentrating all
their energy in an effort to force the city to follow its own policy
with regard- to preservation of ecologically significant open space.

3

Natural Resources are me‘ Wealth of the Nation
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Their funds must be held in reserve for possible legal action and.

their members, who could be fund raising and volunteering labor to
upgrade the ‘park, are absorbed in a defensive war against city planners,
One Audubon member, in particular, has a talent for writing successful
grant requests. The Proposition 18 grant application deadline was
missed because this member's time was more urgently needed to oppose
city plans.

A natural areas ordinance would require city and county staff to
confine their development planning to possibilities which are consistent
with City/County policy., The resources that local government could
save by avoiding extensive planning toward environmentally unsound

land ‘use could go a long way toward increasing and improving the open
space network. Too often, local governments spend money making extens-
ive plans then spending more money for an EIR only to discover that

the complaints of the environmental community were valid. - This pattern
can be broken if local government and the environmental COmmunity can
work in partnership. Audubon believes that a natural space ordinance
is a necessary step which will help insure that the community and its
government turn their combined efforts toward common goals.

Az Dura
Alta Tura
Conservatlon Chalr
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Attachment A
ASSESSMENT OF wWAYS TO UBTAIN ANU RETAIN BUFFLRS .

CHAPTER 6

LEGAL ANALYSIS.

The purpose of this Chapter -is to explore some of thé legal aspects
of techniques which might be utilized to maintain buffer zones in. the proaectf
area. The buffer zone concept encompasses a var1ety of proposals for
greenbelts, agr1cu1tura].preservatwon, open.space, recreation and-elimination
of development in environmentally sensitive areas, as well as actually
buffering-urban:fhom non-urban uses. This chapter is not intended. to be" an
exhaustive analysis of all of these -alternatives. Rather, the discussion
should-be used as a suggestive guide;in selecting the implementation measures.
used to_achieVe;permanentiopen-space"buffers,l‘

[

It is recognized: that, while general plan. and: zon1ng designations -
are a necessary basis for creating an effective buffer system to resist future
urbanizing pressures, long term protection will .depend on techniques. which
havelmdretpermanence;. As;agfoundamidn; aimost3any-program:wi1l‘neadito-bea-
reflected in a:binding.agreement_beﬁweeﬁ'the City and the County-of
Sacramento. ‘This will likely take the form of ‘a joint powers agreement,. as
authorized by CaiiforniaaGévérnment-Code §65007 et seq. . Such an.agreement will
not only serve to.bind eachfjurisd1Ction to a course of-attion for-a specified.
period -of- time, but can serve as a more effective notice to current and
prospective.property:owners.of-the-c1ear reciprocal 1ntentionslbfﬂboth,them
City and the County.

In such an analysis of buffer zone alternatives, there must be a
recognition of- the .important legal-tension between the assurance of -permanence -
versué;the pnopertyirights of'ownerS‘and'minimﬁzation of public costs. These
considerations are bound -together with the federal and state  constitutiona)
1ssues,bf-"taking“.and'"inverse~condémnation.f' On a broad legal conceptual-
basis, the: technigués available to local entitiesrto.achieverbuffer’zone
.presarvation range from the'exercisE-of.thevaQTCe power through the general
plan.and zoning mechanism on-the one hand .to eminent domain or-acquisition on
the other hahd:.rin-cases whére-governmenta1 entities choose not to acguire,-



- they must consider the permissible limits of the police power. Recent cases
such.as Agins v. City of Tiburon, 447 U.S. 255 (1980) and San Diego Gas ang
Electric COmbany v..City of San Diego, 101 Sup;Ct;'1287 (lQBl)lhave attempted-
- to determine when the'exeréise 6f-fhe po]ice'power becomes an effective
"taking" by examining (1) whether there was a valid.legislative goal,. (2)
whether there was-equal treatment»ofithosewreguiated;.and~{3),whether the

: regu]ation;was:mere1y»a*substitﬂte,for a taking. Together with=this,constitUr~
| tiona1vcontext,»three techniQHES,for assuring. the permanent commitment.of
Tands. to buffer zones shu]d~bevconsidered..’The}jizig is acquisition, the -

second- includes the-general plan and the specific project approval process,
and_ the third is what might be.called "compensatory regulation.”

1.  Acguisition. The: power of eminent domain may be:-exercised by. .
the.City or County. to;aannte~1egitimate public purposes and acquire- lands
that will be-dedicated 10 public.use.; At the present time, this option does
not appear financially practical for substantial buffer areas. Furthermore,
thé}Perceived abjective - in this case 1S'not'sbamuch”to:p1acéaa11‘these lands -
in public use, but rather to maintain some ' of their current private and
productive uses, e.g.;, dedicated.agriculture. Thus, déquiéitidn and dedica-
tion may only be considered, if at all, in a few.specifiC‘add carefully
circumscribed instances.

It shdu]d‘berfurther'noted,that the agency acquiring. such lands may.
not necessarily be-a public entity.. Land trusts, such as the Trust for Public
Lands, may be interested in acquiring parcels. Indeed, such acquisition by.
non=profit institutions.may be accomplished through charitabie-donations with
concomitant tax benefits-for;]dndowners atno.cost to the County or City.
Furthermore, 1tjfsfn0t necessary: to -acquire a fee interest .in the lands. sought. -
to be protected... Techniques suth*as~conservation'easements'have~been used- for
similar-objectives. Conservation easements are-permitted by Civil Code §815
et seq. and may be vested in-either a public entity or a non-profit entity,
and can be perpetual and.devoted to the preservation of agricultural iand,
scenic land, opeh:spaces,‘etc;_vFor example; the County of Marin now has the:
Mafin-Agricuitura1vLand-Trust; which acquires conservation easements for -
agricultural lahdSusought to. be preserved in Marin County.



2. Gengra} Plan and Zoning. General plan designation, zoning and

the attendant project approva1fpfo¢éss, while they may appear. temporal, 9111
b a ¢ritical ‘aspect .of any efféctive-buffer zone program. There are
proposals for several general plan and zoning designations which accomplish
the. desired buffer-zones.

, a.- Protective zoning can prevent. deve]opment in dangerous. or
env1ronmenta]1y sensitive: areas and is a recognized, legitimate:zoning
»echnnque. In the prOJect area; for example,. development may be.prevented:
along the drainage canals and adjacent flood plains. Obviously, a strong
technical basis is-critical to legitimize such zoning..

b... Designations:for parks and recreation-areas can be.
included. To the extant these uses are related to the adjacent development,
such. development may be conditioned on the dedication of portions. of land
and/or the payment of fees prior to.project approval. (See Associated
Homebuilders-v. City of Walnut Creek, 4-Cal.3d 633 .(1971)).

c. It is also possible to obtdin scenic, open space or.
conservation esasements as. a part.of.the project approval process.  Many of the
decisions-of the California-Coastal Commission represent good examples. of open
space preservation~obtained‘throughrthe»project?approva] process.

d.- These téchhiquestcan-be’further reinforcéd.byfthe‘careful.
timing and restriction of infrastructure development.

e. Finally, simply maintaining the. land~use designation of
some ‘lands as agricultural can be-a legitimate exercise of the police power,
pr0v1ded that there -is some rational basis for-differentiated-treatment of
property owners-and there is some continuing: economic value which the. owners~
can enjoy from the use of—thejr property. One-caut1onary note is the: recent
success of challenges to rent control ordinances on the basis -that a govern--
menta1_entity-tannot force.an'individua1.tn maintain a certain type of
economic activity.

The- Williamson: Act has often been used: as & method tﬁ.énforteab]yr
restrict agricultural land. . However, it must. be recognized that the



Williamson Act provides only a temporal solution and does not provide for
permanent dedicated agricu]iﬂra1 use. It appears as though most of the
agricultural properties. under the Williamson Act.in the project area have:
already filed their noticelof nonrenewal and théreforevthevenforceabIe
restrictions. as they apply 1o theée-propertiesawill have.a duration of less .
than ten years.: . Moreover, even for propertiesfwhich1hayé not filed a notice.
of nonrenewal, the: Williamson Act provides for- cancellation procedures which
have been-]ibera]izéd by the California Legislature in recent years. If
urbanization proceeds, the Williamson Act.will probably not be an-effective -
1and*useiregu1&tory mechanism.for preserving dedicated agricultural use.

3. Compensatdry,Reguiation; A third type of land-use technique .
which:should be. .explored is sometimes referred to. as “compensatory regula-

tion." This type of regu1atidn attempts to giVe.theﬁ]&Edowner some. type of
development rights in return for either a voluntary or obligatory restriction .
in the: land use. To a certain extant, the use of open space>or cqnservation
easements as a-condition of project approvat could be considered-a type of
compensatory regulation. Probably a more familiar example in theAcafegory of
compensatory reguiation is the Williamson Act, where d}v61untary and témporary’
commitment to the use of‘theﬁproperty[fdr-agricu1tura].purpdses.iS%exchanged;x
for property tax concessions.

A kind:of compensatory regulation which has received.increasing
attention in recent years is the useof the transferwofﬁdeVelopmént.rTghtSi
TTDR); Ina TDR. program,. certain development:potential ‘is valued and
separated from_re5idua]_]anq~and either. so01d to some. cther entity or used by
the Tandowner elsewhere.. TDR"was,a.concept first utilized in this country to-
,preservef1andmark*bui1dings; In -the leading case of.Pénn,CEntraJJTransporta—-
tion Company v. City -of New York, 438 U.S. 104 (1978), the United States’
Supreme Court upheld-the;épecific application of a New York City TDR program.

S0 as to mitigate: the financial burden-placed-upbn-ownérs:of historic-
properties affected by theicity's-1ahdmark preservation law.

There are 1ncrea§ﬁng;numbersgof examples of ‘TOR.programs:.



a. New Yerk and Denver, for example, are among the cities
which have enacted TDR programs to preserve historic properties in their
downtown areas. In those cases, owners of landmark buildings can sell the
deve?opment'rights which would otherwise be applicable to- the property to
certain nearbdy landowners whao may .increase their project densities by certain
specified amounts..

b. Montgomery County, Maryland recently enacted an extensive:
TOR program to preserve the upcounty agricultural lands. The agricultural
areas~were’down20ned and oneldevelbpment right was assigned for each five
acres.. Receiverfzoneé were. identified where density could bé increased by the -
use of a certain number of development rights, depending_upon.the zone.

c¢. The County of Marin has enacted -a .TOR program but has yet
to use -the progrém; It is expected. that the'prOQram’w{ﬁlibe used  primarily in-
the coastal- zones for agricultural preservation but the_enab11ng legislation
would allow the program to be used. for preservation of other kinds- of uses.
Ina pending case in Marin County where the pfogram‘isQCUFrently-being
considered, the owner of a»herta1n coasta1 agr1cu1tura1 parcel would be
persuaded: to sell development rlghts to. another landowner- in the. coastal. zone
where more. intensive development would be appropriate. :

d. TDR is also a technique Being utilized and advocated by -
the California Coastal Commission .and may well see widespread application all.
along the-c¢oast of California.

The ‘following are:the general steps 1nvo1ved'ih»deve1obing-a TDR
program: )

1. The identification df*theuprotetted Tands must be-esiab1ished*

2. . There . must be some determination of the - deve]opment potent1a1
of thogse lands beyond the:activity .that is sought to. be preserved;

3. Development potential must be gquantified and allocated as
development rights to owners of development potential;

4. Receivingvzcnés‘muét-be-1ocated where:it is“épprbpfiate'for the .
development rights to be utilized. The most appropriate receiving. zones are



usually those: that have: some immediate relationship. to the preserved zones
rather than an area arbitrarily selected in-another part of. the jurisdiction;.

5. A'bajan;e;mu§t be established between the potential development
rights to be sq]d'and"thezcapacity_of*the“transfer zone to absorbd them{

6. The market mechanism.estab1ishéd;to-trade fhe‘deve]opment
rights must.adjust.for changing values over-time, but also assure owners:of -
sustained_value,for fheir_develdpment_rights.and'make it economically-
advantageous to purchase;hhe-déveiopment}rights;T -

7. Thé~permanency.of‘the program must be established-by easements,
deed restrictions or covenants running with the land, as well:as zoning, so .
that the market will. have confidence 1n?its~1ongrterm'existence;

8. Publicintervention may. be regquired on several: 1evels .2
public entity or-a non-profit entity may.be required to act as a bank or a:
purchaser.of last resort for the rights. It -also may be important for public
agencies to’credte incentives for developers to use development rights .by. such
techniques-as expedited ﬁrocessing and infrastructure-benefits.

The advantages.of a TOR program include-its permanence, its.
compensation for landowners for Jessened - value, the retention of a balanced
private and public control of land-use, the lowered public cost, and: the
fiexibilityvof-fhe~pr0gram'to respond to-actual market-demands. The'
disadvantages or problems with the program include the complexity of adminis-
tration, valuation difficulties,” the fluctuation: of the rights*over'fime; g
prob1ems caused by higher -density in the receptor-areas, and.the fact that.
some-of the costs may actually be. borne by new}residents~in'the receptqr,area.

4, Conclusion. Each of the techniques‘suggestedAhere have been
utiiized in other jurisdfctionS'to achieve objeciivesisimiiar to-buffer zone -
creation and preservation:and the dedication of certain 1ands'forApermanent-»
agricultural use. Rather-than utilizing one-technique, it is more likely: that
the-County and City will be abie -to usea careful blend:of techniques.to
achieve-priticaT; legal and economic permanence., Clearly, buffer zone
creation:and~pre5ervation.afford‘governmenta1'bodiesfmany-chél]engesfand.



opportunities.. Careful planning and implementation-are absolute requirements
to avoid claims of discriminatory land-use regulation and/or inverse
condemnation. In. additien,  the administration'of‘such buffer areas will
require. careful: coordination and. cooperation between the County and the

City. Although this area of the law is somewhat complex .and uncharted, there
is Tegal precedent for Duffér'zoneucreation and;pfeservation and’ds the
alternative -land-use objectives for the project area become more ¢rystalized,
a more detaﬁ]edaana1ysjsyoffimplementation‘pro;édures“wou]dgbecapproppiate;
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Agricultural policy bas:.cally relates to the presexrvation of - agricultural.
land: as. a.valuable economicy. environmental, and .basic. (food) resource..
Policy in Sacramento Céunty, as elsewhere, continues. to evolve just as other
essential land use.elements and concepts do. This. report approaches. t.he
topic from an evolutionary perspective with the intention of generating a
product which provides both positive results and continuity between past
decisicns and future cpportunities.

The bulk of the. report ~addresses:ways in whlch agrlwlthral preservation can
take place at the local:level. Before proceeding, however, a brief statement .
should. be' made -as: to why there should bes a public. ccmmitment .to agricultural
preservation. - Agricultural preservation can relate to many objectives:
'. conservation of a-limited and’ irreplaceable resource.
. preservation of a major segment of the local econcmic base {(gross.
value of. Sacramento, County agricultural . production between the years-
1968 and ‘1978 averaged $1171 million}.
. pcese’rvation of natural systems and resources.

. controliof public costs. (in termms of  tax returns vs. public cests.
Farmers are producers, not Consumers).

.. preservation of rural llrestyle.

. prcm’:te. self-sufficiency. -

. establish stable. land use patterns.
. restrain-urban sprawl.

 The azbove list-is not-all-i ncluswe, but - should serve as-a hasis for. further
mllcy develcpment. .

The Genpra’l P‘an ?rior ko 1865

Prior to 1965, no s:mgle General Plan document existed. - Rather, rural
planning £6r Sacramento County: was- divided into a number of area planning’
documents. The first, dated 1961, dealt with the Natoma area. It was soon
follovied by plans. for the Southwest-area (1964),.the Deélta area ' (1964), and
the Scutheast area (136:1 In each .case, the. issue of retaining agriculture
was discussed  and varicus recommendations. put forth. . Cne major ocutcome was
adoptiocn of large lot zoning (20 ard 80 acre minimurs) for most of rural
Sacramento County.
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1965{ General Plan

As was shown above, Sacx:amento County has pursued some form of agricultural _
‘preservation policy and program since the early 1960's with the adepticn of
rural area plans ard zoning maps. The 1965 General Plan - attempted to synthe-
size these plans and programs. It had as a stated objective "to protect the
prime: agricultural areas in the County from: urban encroachment.” The primary
motive for such. an cbjective related to the major role agriculture. plaved in
the local econcmy. The Plan,: however, failed to mention how protection was

to occur. Outside of the use:of large lot zoning, no policies were put

forth, nor any specific action plan.. It did specify areas where high quality
agricultural lands existed (and presumably 'where to be protected) - along the
Cosumes- River, in the Delta, and in the Natomas area. Yet, the Land Use Map .
in some- instances failed: to compliment these stated locations. - An example
was 'in Natomas wherein most of the-area was designated Low-Density Residential
{the only portion not so designated was .in and around the new Metrcpolitan
Airport). Given these shortcomings; the- Plan did produce some positive
results: it introduced the County to the concept of exclusive agricultural
zoning: and uses, it presented, .for “the first time; the concept of ' "leap frog" .
development and the need- to dlsmurage it, ard it set a stage for further
preservatlon policy.. .

1973 General Plan

The next "airly canprehensive lock at the concept of agricultural preservation..
tock place in 1972-1973 ard culminated with the adoption of .the.present 1973
County General Plan.: This Plan. reflec:ts atleast three: concapts not present -
in the former Plan: the role of the State of Calirfornia; the use of specific
policies to implement the goals: and cobjectives calling.for agricultural.
preservation; and, promotion-of . agriculture as an interim use in-areas-.
d,esigriat’t—:-d for future urban. development..

The State of Callforma has, for manv years, wrestled with. the idea of
preserving agricultural land. . Many different approad'les were put forth and
discussed. To date, three separate measures have -been adopted which bear .
directly upen' the issue. The first required the. adoption of. an Cpen Space:.
Element to the General Plan. .The element was to address the preservation of -
specific types of open space, including, but not limited to, agricultural, .
ard was to irdicate-just how.the jurisdiction interded to implement preserva-
tion.. The second measure passed by the legislature was the Land Conservation
(Williamson) Act. This measure permitted counties-and.cities to” enter into.
contracts’or agreements-on a-voluntary basis with individual property owners
for the purpose of restricting use-of agrlcultural land to agricultural or .
related uses.. The inducement-to. enter: into such a.contract or agreement was
the reassessment of the land based upon its aqucultural value rather than .
its speculative worth. ‘This. almost always resulted.in a-substantial tax
savings' for the land owner. The third measure passed by the legislature was
the California Envircnmental Quality Act (CEQA). -This act required formal
envirormental assessfent of -all discretionary actions taken by the various
levels- of government. The result was the ability to better identify direct
and cumulative impacts of decisions, which in this case, could. Jeopan:llze -
continued agricultural use of land desired for preservation.

CPT-32 . A-24
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The County's 1973 General Plan closely reflects the developments at the state
level.  (In.fact, the County began.accepting Williamson Act contracts as - -
early-as 1969, so that by the. time the General Plan was adopted by the Board
of Supervls:)rs in April of 1973, fully two-thirds. of the eligible agricultural -
acreage was already: suoject to a contract.) As was .noted earlier; the present’
Plan-expanded upon the 1965 Plan objective to preserve agricultural land by
establishing specific policies to further the ob]ectlve. It also stated more
definitive objectives as well. The follcwing is a brief summary of  the .
Plan's intent:ion regarding agricultural preservation::

GOAL - 'Ib maintain and. enhancn the . agrlcultural envircrment of the
County. o

OBJECTIVES' - To. .enicourage urban expansion in directions which will - :
minimize conflict with agricultural pursuit.

To'discourage premature scattered developments that would- .
conflict with agricultural pursuit. .

To encourage land conservation, water reclamation, and
other: physical. development projects which would increase, .

enhance, and protect agricultural lards and their pr:oduc-
tion ‘capabilities..

To encourage agricultural utilization of soils with a
Storie Index rating of 40 to 100 (fair  through excellent)
in preference to alternative uses..

MAJOR POLICY - Control urban sprawl by timing: and contrelling the:
location of  urban services; defining urban ard rural
policy areas, and encouraging-development of vacant:
skipped-over urbanlard.

GENERAL . I-OLICIE.S - Maintain in perpetuity the-agricultural  production -

capability of all land. indicated for permanent.
agriculture.

Maintain, in the interim, agricultural production
capability of all land indicated for reserve.

SPECIFIC POLICIES - Encourage Williamson Act contracts.

E)nmu:age agricultural research, eoucatlon and.
improvement projects.

Encourage complimentary state-and federal
programs. :

In ajdition to_the policy emphasis; the-Plan map reflected a substantial -.
rollback of residential and industrial lards to permanent agriculture.

kY
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_ Developnents , Since ~1973

A number of significant develcpments have taken place since the 1973 Plan was.
adopted.. Each reflected a desire o the part of .the County to strengthen the
Plan's agricultural preservation program. The first development followed
cleosely upon the heels. of Plan adoption.. It called for large scale: rezonings:
of agricultural land for the purpose of making zoning consistent with the’
Plan. while this stage cannct be cnsidered totally voluntary on the part. of’
the County (state law was amended: to. require consistency)}, the degree to
which the concept was: implemented was significant. The second: development
was passage. of - spec:lfm Gereral: Plan policy regulating the minimum lot’ size
in agricultural reserve- areas, and:later in permanent aqricultural areas..
Zoning implementatidén again was- pursued. diligently: To this date, a
portion of: the southeastisection of the.County céuld be. considered
partially -inconsistent with policy. The areais.significant in that the

Board of . Supervisors, when pressed. to' fuly execute- the-minimum lot size
policy, balked: and: mstead has requested restudy of the controversial nature
of the propesal. The third develcopment was:the. redesignation of' substantial.
reserve.areas to-permanent agriculture.. The.most-significant area affected
‘'was. in Natomas where soils’ are considered by most. sources to.be prime.

SUMMARY s

Agriculturfal preservation appears to have ccme a long way since- its formal -
inception 15 years- ago.. The County continues to develcp, what appears on the
surface at.least; more ef-‘fectiive methods: of ‘retaining agriculture.

What remains to’ be' seen, however, is mether or. ot the County will chocse. to.
embark. upon: a-more ‘effective and ambitious. priogram, or. choose to:live with the
status quo. In the department’s view, further evolution appears both timely
and necessary.

PROBLEMS' WITH PRESENT. PFDGRAM :

A number of mdlcators sexrve rotlce that the present program is both weak and
ineffective:

. Land in many agricultural. areas. is bemg purchased by non~agricultural
interests and foreign investors at prices well above what long-tem
agriculture could likely return.

. Parcellzatmn (dev151on of agricultural land into non-—v1able umts)
continues to take place: ‘in many, agricultural areas.-

. Zoning in some agricultural areas continuves to reflect arbitrary.patterns.
rather than well. thought cut raticnal boundaries. This is primarily due
to the Board's decmmn not to fully implement the minimum parcel size
policy. _

» Land use boundaries between agricultural and ron-agricultural .uses are
often rot' physical barriers-with substance, but rather minor County .
roads and even, in same cases,  property lines, thereby making: future
conflicts ipevitable.- .

. FRezoning and lot division continue to take place in and around agricultural.
areas -in a piecemeal and untimely fashion, which undemmines, to a degree,
land use predictability.

GPT-32. A-26
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. The Williamson Act -proved- 1neffect1ve in most fringe. areas since farmers
here have opted, for the-most part,. to:leave these: lands on the cpen
market in anticipation.of urtan area expansxon. : :

. Recent. state property: tax . amerximents {Proposition: 13} and court actions
have made. entermg into Williamson- contracts less-attractive. Proposi--
tion' 13,. in effect; significantly lowered most non-contract assessments:
thereby removing the.only real inducement: to.contract. The recent.State.
Supreme: Court ‘decision relative-to contract. cancellation (Sierra:Club
Vs. City of’ Hayward) makes:cancellation so-unlikely that many: farmers
will be- less likely: to’ cons:.der mntractlng in-the future. :

'I‘he above llSt is. by . no means complete... For ihstan’ce, nearby urbanization -
~usually’ rﬂsults in: 1dl_1ng adjacent: or: nearby. agricultural lands by mtroducn*g
~ conflicting uses,: alt ering: ownershlp patterns, and.changing: land use expecta— .
tions.. The important point: is that' a:number..of factors- indicate: the ‘present:
approadi needs further: refinewent.if: agricultural. retention-is, in ract, to -
continue.to be. a desn:ed goaJ. of Sacramento. County.

'IUF&RDA E_ETI‘ER 'APPWAG—I:

S-Key Issues-

Numerous studies suggest: that most: existing’ ac:rlcultural retentmn -apgroaches:
 fail ‘to address.many -issues. wh:.ch are’ crucial 'to a’successful pror;ram, These
progrnms 1nsteaa usuaily: focus upon-eliminating.or: -controlling -symptams,. most
obvious: of ‘which-are: urbanlzatlon, parcnllzatlon, ard -idling,  Professor: Mark
B. Lapping’ of the University of Vermont suggests- fiverkey policy issues that

.must" be: addressed’ in' the area-of agricultural. retention:: a definition of

- prime lands and tha' associated- m:obiem of -economic viability; criticalk. ;a-s,
Justilce and equlty concerns; -the capital. faCllltJ.es/laﬂd use 1nte"ra—~e, T
and- the necassny tor a- plurallsm c:f programs..

In defining prime lands, ‘he. suggests ‘that.soils are but cne element -in a’ far-
more -complicated mosaic... Rather, the: concept .of prime land rests in the .
final" analysis on eccnomic. criteria, not cn: physical characteristics of the.
land.. A'policy of ‘agricultural lard' retention, therefore; must- seek to |
preserve: those units: that- are- vxable relative to current ard: future.community .
and market . trends. - Such.a.unit may-be:termed. Mprime.” Past: ‘discussion of
this:issue at the County level.suggests.a szmllar conclusionss In-addition;.
nany definitions of: "D*’ure“ lands presently used or suggested: emphasize . the’
ecenomic aspect: by rﬂferrlng to these - lards in economic terms: ccmmercial-
agriculture; lands of “local econcmic importance, etc. As-for viability, '
Professor Lapping suggests five key: factors, be considered:: land capability, .
location relative to agripusiness’ and. markets, farm location patterns, level
of farm investment, . arﬁ ranagerial expertise and farmland ‘ownership or tenure.

Critical mass relates.to. the neec:'for a-sufficient area in crder to create and.
 support markets: for. services: without :which famlm would:not ramain econcmlcallv
viable. Critical mass.varies from crop to crop. . What is rnost crucial is the
‘need . to preserve agricultural areas, not just random farms. A program of land..
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retention must be based upon the understanding that a minimum number of units

- 15 necessary to support those businesses and services. essential to agriculture.
Critical mass presently does not appear to be crucial in’ Sacramento County
because. the size of the regicnal agricultural district of ‘which we are a part.
However, it must be .considered when weighing . individual and:cumulative land
use changes..

Justice. and equity are fairly new issues gaining consideration. All too
often: a farmer's land. is'his or her hospitalization plan, insurance plan,
children's-tuition, or personal retirement fund. Few can argue that the
desire to retain farmland or-cpen space ‘often occurs. at the -expense-of these:
wishes. Many officials have now learned in the process of developing a
comprehensive agricultural retenticn program that farmers, whose support is-
necessary. for any program to be effectlve, are wllllnq to ocperate with
systems of land retention if the equity and justice issues are dealt with
directly and positively.. One method of . retention most:commonly considered:”
today which’ attempts to address these issues is Transfer of Develcpment Rights
(TDR) discussed later in -this.report. Sacramento County's ‘present aporoach
which: relies heavily .upon- zonlng and infrastructure control could rot be said
to effectively address these issues.. The cne:tool which to some degree did,.
the Williamson:Act, alsc offers. little: compensation because of preperty tax -
relief ccnferred upon -mEst” non—contract land-owners as a result of the
passage of: Proposition 13.

Coordination of public capital facility and investment policy with agricultural.
retention-goals—is critigal to..any: strategy. . It makes little sense for a
jurisdiciton  to develop. a system of retaining agricultural land if, at the

samé time, catalysts-for growth are being. introduced that will create market
ard. extra-market forces that will make:agriculture increasingly- 1mpcsalble..
Sécr:amento County realized this in 1973, and by General Plan policy discouraged
extension of major service. infrastructure. into agricultural areas. However,
significant prcblems remain due. to past local decisions, (sewers-and an

airport’ in’ Natomas), and actions taken by other levels.of goverrment (I-5 cut
througti- prime agricultural areas:north ard south of Sacramento).--

The need for flexibility of program seems to be recognized by most jurisdic-
tions presently contemplating stronger.agricultural retention proqrams For.
instance, most. TDR programs are being tried on a target basis in what are -
considered the most c¢ritical areas,: while other. areas are subject. to a:
variety of -other techniques. Methods employed must include rational policies
and programs acqulsltlon of fee simple and less than fee. s:.rple {(8eGap
development ‘rights, scenic easements);. donation.and dedication of land to a
governmental body ard private conservatory; and the exercise of regulatory
authority.-

The above issues obwvicusly go well beyond rost. current land use policy
approaches. The wvaliditv of the issues lies' in the fact that without farmers,
there will be little farming, ard policies that foster agriculture, agribusiness,
and the expansicn of capital available for  agriculture are-as critical as

those which relate to land use.
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(HCICES:
There are several policy optith‘available,for preserving- agriculture in

Sacramento County. Consideration should be: given to those cptions which
address the various-issues.stated above: viability, critical mass, equity, .

capital facilities,.and pluralism.

The;options-generally;fall_intoathe following: categories: -

. Traditional tools. {(i.ev, zoning, subdivision controls, septic tank/
‘well requlations, tax. incentives,-and growth management tachnigues).

» Mixed ard flexible lard use policies..

. Transfer of Development Rights |

. Purchase of fee or develcpment rights
 TRADTTIONAL CPTION

This option emphasizes use of the requlatory powers and tax incentives to .
control urbanization and parcelization.. It also includes Growth Management:
techniques designed to. time and locate growth in such a manner-so as. to
mitigate adverse effects to services, envirommental quality, and rescurce
conservation. Consideration-of agricultural .retention is incorporated imto
most Growth Management schemes to the extent. that .urbanization is directed
into the least productive agricultursl or open space arszas. The County is
presently revising its Growth Management Program in the context of . the
General Plan Update. It appears;. at  this point in time, that adequate cpen
space 1s avallable to accommmodate urban growtn through the year 2000 and that
the open space :land .available does not, for the most part, représent. highly
productive agricultural land.. '

There is scme latitude.available.to the County for additional develcpment of
this cption.

A. The County, by policy, could .place farmers and non-farmer: speculators..

_on notice that General Plan amendments and .rezones in the permanent
agricultural areas shall be strongly disccuraged on a. piecemeal  basis.
Rather, such requests would cnly be entertained in the context of a
five-year {or vhatever) land use update. . The purpose of this type of
posture is to give farmers some sense of continuity of land-use colicy o
that. they can be-assured,; to some degree, that-incompatible land uses -
won't all of a sudden appear next door and jecoardise their operation..
It will also permit them to make fairly long-term lease and/cr rent
arrangement s without having to worry: about sudden unpredictable changing .
circumstances: This kind of posture would fit in well with the existing
Growth Management: scheme that involves pericdic review of urban land .
supply and needs. Its one undesirable quality is that it removes the.
spontanecus . element for speculation to scme degree. However, an element
of continuity may be viewed. as beneficial for speculators as well, since
a thorough land use reevaluation is.more-likely to prove reliable than
mere trial and error.
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B.. The County could’ consider' acquiring some degree of interest in land

‘which is either converted: to agricultural-residential use, or .zoned or
subdivided into sma_ll acreage. parcels (such:as 20 acres). A.logical
device would be the granting of Open Space Easements similar to those .

' taken for Lot Reduciton:Permits. The purpose. of.this proposal: is to slow.
down. the parcelization process. - It would be. selectively: applied: in areas: .

~ felt to. be viable agriculturally, .but in need of- somé form of stable '
‘pbuffer.. An example’ of ‘when.this: could-effectively-be applied:would be-
where a subdivision is- promaed along-the. interface of aqucultural— '
residential and ‘Permanent.agricultural land. The development,- in this.
case,. mlght be clustéred (see:Mixed and Flexible: Land.Use Policies -
below), and a; lan;er agrlcultural unit strateglcally retained: with an.-
easement. over it. This would halp: develop larger—term v1ab1.11ty of the

- 'neighboring agrlcultura.l regmn.

C. . Large: lot . agrlcultura.l zZoning 'should ke retained.. Howevery it should. -
reflect logical. land use- arrangerrents and physmal features.. "In.this ..
- regard the: County could: .. :

7. Retain.an amended. veérsion of' the minimum-lot.size. standard policy
- mlch reflects & deqren ‘of-. ccmprcmlse'

40 ac: min.. = SCS Soil Classes 1, 2. -
80 ac..min... - Cther Classes

20 ac. min. . Special Circumstances -
' (bufféri'rx;",' .ete. },. _

2. Consider anenclrxg -all permanent ‘aaricultural . zone: provisions -
relating to:minimum: m-lot’ size. Q. thau. they reflect: the 'above:

- policy.

D. - The County should. consider amending: all permanent agricultural zone -
provisions relating to minimum lot ‘size so- that. it becomes.clear that.the-
minimam. lot'51ze - permitted’ by: the .zone. is- not an avtomatic right, but
instead:must relate’ to -the: contmued ‘and/or. prawot ional”use.of “the. larﬂ
for: agrlc:ultural purposes.:. -

‘Es The County could cnn51der -establishing-an- Aarlcultural ‘Plan Cémmission

comprised - of representative farmers.and ranchers appointed by Supervisors
representing Districts. 1 and 5. (districts having. clear: a:zrlcultural o
interests). .This body.could be drawn from: the: *rewbers of’ the. five rural .
Cammunity Advisory: Councns and:could: require Fam. Bureau: membership.as.
well.. This.concept,. modeled. partly after. El: Dorado. County's. Canmission,
world prov:iﬁe greater:and more-direct. agncultural rppresentatlon in all’ -
issues which bear most: d1rect:ly upon rural concerns. - The body could have:
limited discretionary ‘power. similar to ‘the. Subdlmsmn Review Committee. -
and Planning Cammission and/or recawrending power directly to the’ Board

- of Supervisors.

F) The County by pollcy, could prlorltlze ::ermanent sgricultural: areas.

Areas given a. low—agr." cultural ranking would-be- corlsxdered rore. appropriate -
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for- conversion and hence, considered first. The purpose.of this policy

is to give the community a clearer understarding of where long-term '

urbanization could most likely occur. Policy basically recognizes that
there is no'such thing as-"permanent” agriculture.and that even the best
and most remote- agricultural regions are subject. to' conversion. -

MIXED ANDFLE:(I_BLE LAND USE POLICIES

This option recognizes a certain develcpment potential for all rural land and
the need to accommodate it in- a fashion which minimizes- adverse effects to
continued agricultural use. As . a .consequence, it would -allow a mixture of
rural type-developments within agricultural regions. The cption further
recognizes that zoning and other regulatory devices are often unresponsive to
changing. situations and can cnly be relied upon to.a certain degree before:
significant opposition develops to- c:amprcmlse its effectiveness. This. option
attempts to develop.the justice and equity elements needed for a long-term
acceptable strategy. The following are examples of mixed land use policies.

A. Flexible Zoning: This m’nceot perrnlts a certain-yield of agricultural-

- residential- lots per so.many acres of agricultural land. Nommally, this
vield:is one lot per 40 acres with the agricultural-residential lot
restricted in size to 2-1/2 to 5 acres (five acres is the present Sacra- .
mento- County standard). This concept overcomes the cbjection to most
requlatory. retention programs which capture: farmlard for the.public good
without giving farmers. any development gains. (egquity).:

B. Rural Mixed Development: This concept would allcw multiple- ard, mixed
uses -consistent with the rural setting. It would also promote . residential
clustering which reduces road. improvements, encourages mutual service
systems,- retains the more:productive acreage into managedble utnits, and.
helps.prevent subdividing inte minimal and often non—-viable parcels.
(capital: facilities interface).

C. Camplimentary Concepts: The following are some examples. of concepts
: which could -ccmplinlen‘t; the .above~mentioned techniques.

1. Transfer of potential lot yield from one commonly held-proeerty to
- another. The owner is permitted a higher yield on one site to offset -
retention via an Open Space Easement on other long-term requlatory
device.

2. Trade highly preductive acreage for less productive acreage .with
mderstandmg that. less productive acreage will be granted hlqhe'- lot
yield in exchange..

3. Voluntary transfer of development potential between different cwners.
The County would permit -an owner of less productive land to purchase
- the development potential (lot vield) fram highly prcductive-areas on
an acre~for=acre basis. The developer is permitted a higher lot
vield, the farmer gains a monetary value for the sale of his potential -
lot vield, and the County acquires a degree of retention upon grant
of an Open Srace - Easement” cver the farmer's acreage. Such-a concept
should not be confused with more far reaching transfer of Development :
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Rights program described below. This would be strictly voluntary in
nature ard very sporadically applied. It is similar to bonus density
‘zoning in that a. person is rewarded for purchasing agricultural
development potential and applying- it in an area acceptable to the
County. While this.technique: is voluntary. in nature, it. could be a
required step in order to amend and/or rezone land fram a permanent
agriculture category to an agricultural-residential category. -

~ TRANSFER OF. DEVELOPMENT! RIGHTS (Mandatory Program)
Definition

Transfer- of develomnt rlghts is a planm.rvg and zoning device to- recogmze
and determine the development right on one owner's property, and to provide: a
means by which that right can be:transferred to another property. The
purpose of TDR is essentially’ to. relocate potential development fram areas:
where envircnmental or land use impacts. could be severe: to areas where those
impacts can be minimized. TDR systems have kesn troposed: throughout: the
country in attempts. to preserve. historical tuildings and places in Chicago
and New York,:-sensitive cypress. stands and mangrove swamps in, Florida,
hillsides amd hazardous areas. in California and agricultural land in New
Jersey. In these places, TDR has been proposed as a suppléement to converns—
tional zoning, . when zoning was not cconsidered adegquate to preserve the
special characteristics or rescurces of land or where sufficient funds to'
obtain public cwnership of those lands was lacking.. Without these funds and
in the face of development pressures, these Jurisdictions reguired. scm=
mechanism to preserve valued-lands while still providing property owners: some
compensation for. restricting: the usé .of those lards. TOR was considered as”
one method of preserving historical-or envirommental recources from develcp-
mental impacts- while equitably compensating prcperty. cwners. for: res‘.rict'ing
the development on their property. The compernsation. for c'evploor'e 1t restric-.
tions is obtained through the sale and transfer of:.develcpment potential to
another proeprty.

The oconcept of TDR, .the sale.and . transfer of a develop‘mnt right, is difficult
to understand.. The sale of develooment rights is similar to the sale-of a.
property's mlneral or-air rights. The concept is based on the recognition
that ownership:of lamd consists of . several rights, one of which is the right
to. develop, the land within-the limitations applied:to it by the community.
Develcpment rights .can therefore be considered a separate right which can be

deleted from-the fee.. thile -this is an acceptzble and understardable. procedure,

the difference between the sale: of mineral and air rights.and a TDR.system is
that once: sold, mineral cr alr rights remain "on" the property. Once develcop—
ment rights ars sold in:a TDR-system , the rizhts are then removed fram the
property ard transferred to another property. The property which has sold

its developrrent rights is then restricted to a use.which serves the public.
benefit such as open. space or:exciusive agricaltural uses. Camnpensation

to the property owner for restricting the use of the property. is then rot
derived fram limited public funding sources, such -as:bond-issues or. assessment
districts, but rather from the-sale:of the develogment rights. - In this -
manner, public benefit is achieved throuch the preservation of valued spaces,
ard eqtuty is afforded the property-owner by the money.received from the -
sales and transfer of develcpment rlqhts.

GPT-32 B-13
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TDR Application:

There are some very basic prov151ons necessary for a comprehensive mandatory
TDR ordinance.to work:

1.

6‘

'mere' has to be clear delineation of preservation and »developrrent

areas, and the delineation should be based upon a comprehensive.
analysis.of farmland viability. The TDR concept differs fram
previous.options and techniques in-that it has potential for true
effectiveness if implemented carefully. Its application should be

-as carefully considered as a Land Banking scheme to avoid prepreserva-.

tion of purely Open Space Land. Careful analysis and mapping of )
both preservation and development areas is required.

There should be a 'cleose balance kept between:the  amunt of
preservation area and development area rights. This will require:
careful monitoring of ‘the system. ard, if. necessary, alterations- in
order that . the oalance be' maintained.

Development: nghts must be allocated . equltablv in preservation -
areas. Arbitrariness, often found: in zonmg arrangements, must be
avoided. If the allocation of rights is to vary, it shculd ke based |
on.real constraints and oprortunities.

There shculd bt clear incentives for develcpwent area owners to
purchase rights and preservaticn area owners to sell riants..
Guaranteed density bonuses are the-usual incentive provided to
developers. This-requires at least two prerequisites: little
neighborhoed or community cpposition to. the higher densities ard a
healthy demand for develctment. Incentive to farmers to sell their
rights are often in the form of density bcnuses as well (e.g., the
underlying zoning-density 'may be 1 unit per 80 acres. for en-site -
development and. 1 per 20 acres if ‘transferred).

_ A Development Rights transfer process must be established which .

includes a clear description of govermment's role. Most present TDR
ordinances restrict. development on properties transferring develcopment
rights. through easement, agreement, or deed gstrlctmn.

The system must ke clearly understood: anﬁ appreciated by famers,
developers and decision-makers prior to. inception. Oné .drawback of

a TDR concept is -its movelty. Effective promotion of the concept is
therefore critical. )

The TDR ordinance requires- supporting public policies to protect
preservation- areas and foster growth in develcpment areas. Conflicting
policies and programs: such as density bonuses for passive: eolar en argy .
design would tend to undermine preservation cbjectives.

GPT-32 B-14
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Potential for Success:

Many people who are involved in ajricultural retention planning are cptimistic
about the: TDR concept. The reasons for cptimism -are based upon the way TDR
relates to the.five key policy issues. identified earlier in this .paper:as
necessary concerns of-.a prcgram designed to retain farmland. Let us examine
this relatlonsnlp

1. A definition of prime land and the associated problems of econamic
viability.. '

The planning process behind the designation of agricultural preservation
areas under a TDR ordinance should include the analysis of fammland viability,
andforces the-municipality to review all of its policies and: regulaticns. to
insure that they do not conflict with the retention goal. Once the zraserva-.
tion area is designated,- this is public notice of the intent of governwent to
actively work to prevent mnecessary. cenversion of this lard.. The result of
this commitment is a better chance of. keeping the entire agrlcu}.x:uval mdustry
support system opnratlonal.

2. The critical’ mass necessary to. insure the agricultural industry's
viability.

~ Without' a" large encugh famming area, markets for services are not created..
Without services, farming cannot remain economicailv vieble. It is the
preservation of agricultural areas, not just randan farms which is'crucial.
TDR provides the opportunity to designate these- areas, equitzbly treat the
landowmers, and provide. active public policy and physical infrastructure -
support. to guide inconsistent-lard uses to other areas of the commumnity.

3. Justice and equity in the treatment of farmers.

The basis of a farmer's wealth is often the land value. = Restrictions placed
upon. farmland conversion directly affect this value, ard the fammer views
himself as the victim of the process of retention, for retention programs:
often require that the development potential of the farmland be diminished.
By allowing the transfer.of this development- potential rather than its
restrictions, TDR provides- a means. of -allowing the farmer to capture its
value and to continue farming. :

4.. The interface of capital facilities and land use.

The process behind the designation of a preservation area under a TDR ordinance,
and the publicractions which fcllow, provide: control over public investments
such as sewage treatment facilities, water svstems, highwavs, ard other
utilities. This public policy of protecting the preservation area prevents
public sector investment decisions  that would create conversicn pressures.
Correspondingly, thers would be an active program to provide the recessary
infrastructure in the develcpment area to hardle the allowed density increase.

5. The nécessity for a pluralism of programs designed to retard
conversion. :

GPT-32 B-15
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The diversity of situations.in an agricultural region require a package of
‘programs rather than a single approach. . Through. a mixture of regulation;
purchase ard TDR, the flexibility will be avallable to foster an acceptable.
program for farmland retenticn.

Sum'magz: ‘

No single tedmlque w1ll prov:.de the means to retain famland in. agrzmltural _
use. TDR appéars to prov1de ‘the best tool to assist in meeting this goal.,
Unlike most other tools, the preparatlon of a TDR program forces public
policy-makers to carefully examine. the.community, determing where _growth
should go and where it should rot. It then requires: a revision'of public
policies- to protect the presexrvation areas ard to foster growth in the-
development areas. It is this examination and- dec’ision-—rnaking pracesszwhich,
in fact, may be the most important aspect of a TDR program. In terms-of
direct applicability, a TDR program could be applied in conjunction with
future policy decisions to urbanize or indicate for urban-reserve status:any
permanent agricultural districtss

LAND BANKING,. PURCHASE, ETC.

One of the most effective methods of retaining land in-a.natural, open: space,
or ragricultural state -is to simply buy it. infortimately, this is by fir the
most expensive .alternative. Even leasing back the land to_farmers with
restrictions. to use will most often not ‘come . close:to recovering the initial
purchase fee due to the highly inflated value of the lands being purchased.
Same jurisdictions have passad bond issues to buy fee title or. developrent
rights, = King County, Washington,. for-example, passed:a.50:million dollar
bond issue last ‘vear. The primary objective was to buy a. specified numter of
acreage development. rights based upon a prepared plan. Discussions. with the
King County staff, hovever, indicate that the orogram is having difficulty .
with legal obstacles-which are sapping much of the financial resources. In.
addition, it turns ocut that purchase of develooment rights is not that great:
. a bargainrsince. the average . cost of development rights ranges between 75 ard
80% of the fee title. From staff's viewpoint, it seems: highly unlikely any
Board of Supervisors in the rear future would seriously censider such costly
options.. The Prooosition 13 mood still pervades the atmosphere: and if less
costly methods can be -effective; such as' TDR, then they should ke considered
first.

~
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CITY OF SACRAMENTO

DEPARTMENT OF
PARKS AND COMMUNITY SERVICES

3520 FIFTH AVENUE - SACRAMENTQ, CALIFORNIA §5817
TELEPHONE. (316} 449-5200°

CROCKER ART MUSEUM DIVISION
GOLF DIVISION
METROPOLITAN ARTS DIVISION
MUSEUM AND HISTORY DIVISION
ROBERT P. THOMAS ) RECREATION OIVISION

DIRECTOR - : PARKS DIVISION

200 DIVISION
G. ERLING LINGGI
ASSISTANT DIRECTOR .

October 1, 1984

MEMO TO: Mike Lake, Senior Planner

SUBJECT: Information for Workshop ¥V - Agriculture and Open Space

Attached for your review is information on the City of Sacramento open
space/park- system as it applies ‘to. Workshop Number V. The information provided
represents the major findings of the recently adopted Park and Recreation Master

Plan. The format for the information presented is as follows:

I. City of_SacramentovParkSIUpen'Space System

A. City Standards
" B. Comparison of Standards to Current and Projected Populations
C. Future Parkland Acquisition .

D. Major Policies .

i1, Financing the_System
A, Acquiéition'
B.  Rehabilitation
C. Development
D. Methods of Financing the System
E. Major Policies
[I1. Marinas
A. Market Study
B. Sacramento Boat Harbor Expansion

C. Future Policies
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I.  Current Status of Parks/Open Space System

The following information presents the City standards for parks/open -

space.

These standards are compared to .the existing population and the

projected population of 1990. This section of this document also presents
major policies associated with the City park/open space system...

AI

City Standards

The City of Sacramento.standaﬁd-forlpark/open space is 10 acres per

1,000 population. The types of City facilities that are contained:

within this standard and their specific criteria are as follows:

1.

Neighborhood .Park. A park or playground developed primarily to

serve the recreation needs of a small portion of the City. The
park serves an area within a one half mile radius of the park.
The park is often situated adjacent to an elementary school and
improvements are usually oriented towards the recreation needs of
children. The size is generally from two to ten acres depending
on the nature of the service area. In addition to }andscaping,
improvements might include a tot Tot, children's play structures,.
and an unlighted-sports field or court. The standard for this
type of park is 2.5 acres per 1,000 residents of the City.

Community Park. A park or facility developed primarily to meet

the requirements of a large portion of the City. The location
services an area within a three mile radius. The size is
generally from six to sixty acres. In addition to neighborhood
park elements, a community park might also have restrooms, large
landscaped areas, a community center, a swimming pool, lighted
sport fields, and specialized equipment not found in a neigh-
borhood park. Some of the small-sized community parks may,
however, be dedicated to one particular use. Some elements in the
park may be under lease to community groups. The standard for
this type of park is 2.5 acres per 1,000 residents of the city.

City Regional Park. A park which has been developed with a wide

range. of improvements usually not found in local community or
neighborhood facilities to meet the needs of the entire City
population. The location serves an area within a 30-minute
driving time radius and the size is generally larger than 75
acres. In addition to neighborhood-and community park type im-
provements, the facility may include golf course, marina, amuse-
ment area, zoo, nature area, and other elements. Some elements in
the park may be under lease to community groups. The standard for
this type of park is five acres per 1,000 residents -in the City.

NOTE: Leased Recreation Elements - Community and City Regional
Parks may contain lands and/or eiements owned by the City, but
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leased through the Department of Parks and Community Services to
community or other nonprofit groups for specific recreation acti-
vities. The nature and terms of the lease may vary, but such
lands and/or facilities are available for public use when not
being actively used for their leased activity. Permit or other
restrictions may apply.

City Parkway.. A linear park or closely interconnected system of

City or school parks located along a roadway, waterway, bikeway,.
or other common corridor. The size varies and the .overall shape
is generally.elongated and narrow. No separate standard for this
type of facility has been established as it is a form of community
or City regional park.

Léndscaped and Dedicated Open Spaces. Lands owned by the City and

developed, operated, or maintained by the Department of Parks and
Community Services primarily to enhance the environmental beauty
of the City. Active recreational uses of these sites may be non-
existent or highly limited. No standard for this type of facility
has been established. :

Other sites used for -public recreation:

1.

School Park. Land owned by a school district and designated under

special agreement with the Department of Parks and Community

Services for joint development, operation, or maintenance by both .
agencies to meet general public and school recreation needs. The
site is usually adjacent to City park land, but may be located
independently and supplement the City park system in areas where
park sites are limited or not available. Improvements are
generally similar to those found in.the typical neighborhood park.
Nc separate standards for this type of facility have been

estab]ished.

Scﬁool Yard. Land owned by a school district and operated by them

for school oriented recreation purposes. . The Department of Parks

and Community Services may occasionally use individual sites by
special permit of the school district, but development, operation,
and maintenance -of the facilities remain the responsibility of the
school district.. No standard for this type of faciliity has been
established..

Special Recreation Facilities. Lands and/or facilities owned by

public or private agencies or persons that are leased to the City
and/or operated by the Department of Parks and Community Services
to meet public recreation needs: The nature and terms of indivi-
dual lease agreements may vary. Recreation opportunities are

generally limited and may have permit or other restrictions on

their use. No standard for this type of facility has been
established,
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B. Comparison of Standards to Current Inventory. The City of Sacramento
- manages 2,398 acres of park/open space at 94 sites. Based upon the
City standards for parks and the existing and projected populations,

the following comparisons can be made:

City-wide Park Acreage Summary

1980 -
Neighborhood Park Land
Existing Acres of Park Land 174.5
Population in Thousands 275.6
Acre Standard per Thousand 2.5
Existing Acres per Thousand 0.63
Percent of Standard 25%
Acreage Excess or Deficiency -514.5
Community Park. Land
Existing Acres of Park Land - 814.7
Population in Thousands 275.6
Acre Standard per Thousand 2.5
Existing Acres per Thousand 3.0
Percent of Standard 120%
Acreage Excess or Deficiency- +125.7
City Regional Park ‘Land

- Exising Acres of Park Land 1,409.1

Population in Thousands 275.6
Acre Standard per Thousand. 5.0
Existing Acres per Thousand . 5.1
Percent of Standard 102%
Acreage Excess or Deficiency +31.2

C. Future Park Land Acquisition

1995 -

174.5
381.5

0.45
18%
-779.3°

814.7
381.5
2.5
2.1
84%
-139.1

1,409.2

381.5
5.0

3.7

74%

-498.3

The City's Park and Recreation Master Plan calls for the acquisition
of five neighborhood parks, five community parks, one regional park,
and the joint development of 68 school sites to meet the City park

~standards by the year 1995,

Using the radius and population standards for City parks, the proposed
-acquisition schedule, when complete, will put 95% of the City's resi-
dential areas within the adopted neighborhood, community and regional

park- standards.

Attachment IV presents a detailed listing of all City parks and a

reference map that reflects existing and proposed parks.
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1984

Major Policies

The following City Council policies are used to manage the City's
parks/open-‘space:

1.

Park A;reage-and Location;

ai

The City of Sacramento shall provide a minimum of 2.5 acres of
neighborhood and 2.5 acres. of community park land per 1 000
population.. The City shall also provide five acres of -
regional park land per 1,000 population. The land shall be
1ocated as follows:

-- A neighborhood park within one-half mile of each resident.
- A community park within three miles of each resident.

- A City regional park within 30 minutes drive of each
resident.

To be cost effective, the:City shall utilize school sites,
where feasible, rather than purchase park sites, to meet park
acreage standards for neighborhood and. community parks.

Open space at .school sites recognized in the Parks. and
Recreation Master Plan as meeting the open space/park require-
ments of the City shall be-purchased by the City if the site -
is declared surplus by the school districts,

Fee purchase of park land shall be considered only after other
methods of - land acquisition or utilization are exhausted..

In general, the City shall not consider acquisition of any
sites less than one-acre in size for utilization as a park
except in areas found to be deficient according to the stan-
dards of- the Master Plan.

Upon receipt-of five-year census updates, the City shall
review the park acreage plan for appropriate adjustment..

The identification and acquisition of sites containing signi-
ficant native plant communities, historical or archeological
resources, or. examples of ecological relationships, is a legi-
timate function of the Department. The purpose of such
acquisitions shall be-to make these environmental resources
available for public visitation, education, and recreational
use. JSignificant natural areas include, but are not limited
to, native woodlands: and savanna, riparian environments,
historic sites and structures, as well as bird and an1mal
habitat..
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3.

1984

Rehabilitation.

a.

d.

[t is the policy of the Department that all park and
recreation facilities shall be made available to the public in
a safe, clean, and usable condition.

The Department, through the.annual budget process and public
review, shall develop an updated priority 1ist of rehabilita-
tion projects. Recommendations shall be based on a systematic
yearly inspection of all recreation sites.. Follow-up checks
on the progress of repairs will be part of the Division's
yearly performance report.:

The priority 1ist shall be sufficiently flexible to take
advantage of opportunities for grants, outside revenue
sources, grouped construction bids, and community involvement..

The rehabilitation of existing park and recreation facilities
shall receive a relatively higher priority in funding over the.
development of new park and recreation facilities. This
pelicy shall.not preclude development of new facilities. but
simply make rehabilitation the first consideration in budget
priorities until existing facilities are deemed to be satis-
factory.

Community participation in the rehabilitation of park and
recreation facilities shall be promoted.

Wherever feas1b1e rehabilitation.shal) 1nc1ude upgrad1ng to
meet current hand1cap and safety standards.

The Department shall use its commun1ty seed money account to
assist volunteer groups 1nvo1ved in the rehabilitation of-
their local parks.

Development

Repair and rehabilitation of existing equipment shall have the
highest priority in the Department's Capital Improvement
Program, Next in importance shall be the basic development of
undeveloped sites. Last in relative consideration shall be
the additional development or redesign of already basically
developed parks.

Priority for park development shall be given fo those planning
areas that are the most deficient in developed park -acreage
per 1,000 population,

Exceptions to the adopted priority lists for facility develop-
ment shall be considered when:
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- Quimby Act funds are acquired for .a specified area.

- Specific gifts or grants for development have. been
obtained.

- Cooperative. development with other agencies, citizens
groups, and school districts . occurs.

- Public or program demand arises accompanied with measurable
justifications; i.e., surveys, public hearing, deficiencies
in park and recreation systems, public safety concerns,
etc.

The Department shall provide a basic facility development
program for undeveloped sites with its. main focus on neigh-
borhood and community parks including school sitesidentified
as neighborhood or community park acreage as outlined in the
Master Plan., Basic development consists of grading, irriga-
tion, and landscaping and one recreation element designated in
the site master plan.

A site master plan of each park shall be developed through a

public involvement process prior to site development or rede- .

velopment. Wherever possible, the residents of the park ser-
vice area shall be consulted for assistance in choosing the
recreation elements to be included in the park.

The actual development of a neighborhood or community park
shall not proceed until 50 percent of. the hous1ng units in the

- park service area are completed..

Neighborhood parks shall not contain the following elements:
community centers, swimming pools, on-site parking, wading
pools, and permanent restrooms, There shall be no restric-
tions on recreation elements for community, regional, or spe-
cial use parks.. -

All major recreation construction projects as identified by
the Department Director shall be preceeded by a formal feasi-
bility study to determine:the need for such development. If
the proposed facility is not self-supporting, the feasibility

- study should include.evidence of the opinion of the community

on the need for the facility and an exploration of shared use
of already existing public or private facilities, A main-
tenance and operations. impact repart shall accompany al}l stu-
dies. The environmental effects of the project shall also be
studied throughout the feasibility process.

. A1l new or redesigned facilities shall be wherever feasible

designed to accommodate handicapped and disabled users,
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j. The Department shall develeop a greater emphasis-on a river
oriented network of parks that will enhance the public's abil-.
ity to use this important recreation resource.

4. Park and Recreation Services

~a. A level of services, known as base line services, shall be
offered in the community. Base line services will consist of:

- Those programs-and services which provide for operation,
maintenance and access to recreation facilities and for the
provision of a basic, broad and general program of activi-
ties and events, including opportunities for athletic,
cultural, social, and educational experiences.

Such programs.and services shall be primarily supported by
the General Fund .to provide for the management, organiza-
tion and supervision of these basic programs with general
leadership and the operation-and maintenance of the facili-
ties so as to provide for a safe and clean environment.

It may be appropriate.to charge a nominal fee for the above
range. of programs and services if any or all of the
following conditions apply:

- as a means to ration limited facilities among a large
number of users.

- as an aid in-discipline and control.

- as an aid in promoting respect for the activity and/or
service.

b, Professional assistance in facilitating and coordinating
programs and services with groups, organizations and indivi-
duals who are capable of directing and supporting their own
activities so as to maximize recreation opportunities to a
larger population. '

¢. Maintenance of trees, grass, floral displays and other public
lTandscapes both.in the parks and on other City Tand such as
street medians, street trees and public building grounds, and
free access to park open spaces.

Additional level of'services, known as non base line services,
shall be offered in the community.

a. In the Recreation Division, the direct cost of programs-and
services that fall into one or more of the categories listed
below shall be supported from user fees, grants, donations,
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fund raisers, co-sponsorship agreements, in-kind services,
individual and/or organizational volunteers, and other non-
general fund resources:

- - Services which use consumable or personalized materials and
supplies.

- Services which require a facility with high capital,
operating or maintenance costs..

- Services which require special preparation or clean-up.

- Services which require specialized instruction, materials
or equipment at-additional costs.

- Services which require specialized leadership and/or a high
participation/leadership ratio,

- The users of the service are organized into a collective
- group that can be reasonably expected to have the capa-
bility of supporting the direct costs of the program

through their own resources.

-- Where use of the services or facilities is limited to a
relatively few individuals or special interest groups of a
private.character.

- Public property is used for private economic gain.

- Admission to special events where proceeds are used to
extend the activity or cover the cost of the event,.

Non-base line park services shall consist of individual and
group reservations of sites, permits for special use facili-
ties, .rental charges for equipment and other specialized acti-
vities that provide benefits to a limited group of users.

Specia1 consideration in-the allocation of services shall be
given to those groups in the populations with limited ability
to pr0v1de for themselves.either through lack of income or
other socio-economic factors. This special consideration
should take the form of reduced and/or exemptied fees and
should be implemented based on the following criteria:

- Other funding/provision resources have been explored and
there is no other logical or reascnable method of making
the service-available to the population grouping.

- The nature of the service has been determined by the Parks
or Recreation Division to be -of sufficient importance to an
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individual's recreation experience or to his welfare and
safety.

- It may be appropriate to designate only portions of a popu-
Tlation grouping, community, or specific services to receive
this special consideration,

City residents shall receive priority in-all areas of service
over.non-residents or:tourists.. Program scheduling, reser-
vation systems and fee schedules, where applicable, shall give
preference to residents.

. ~ The emphasis of program organization and delivery shall be at

the community/neighborhood level so that the programs, activi-
ties and services provided reflect the interests, needs and
socio-economic makeup of the specific populations being.
served. The services provided shall be sensitive to the iden-
tified special program needs of the handicapped, elderly and
other special populations.

Program development shall include citizen participation and
involvement, '

The Department shall actively co-sponsor -and/or facilitate
recreation programs: with other public agencies, schaol
districts, community organizations, groups and individuals and -
coordinate, wherever: possible, with commercial .and: private '
providers, '

The Department shall support and help implement proposals in
the "1980 Sacramento County Master Plan for Recreation for the
Disabled.”

The Depariment shall also cooperate with other community or-
ganizations-and agencies to facilitate the delivery of other

human and social services to the-community..

The Department shall provide professional staff assistance,
technical support, and sufficient information. to the general
public to. facilitate their use of City recreation programs,
services. and facilities and shall actively support individuals
and groups providing self-sponsored programs and services.

The following services to the community should receive special

.emphasis -and leadership from the Department.as well as a

cooperative or supportive role:

~ Recreation programming (individual: and group organized
games, free play, spori and physical exercise}..
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- Cultural programm1ng (fine, folk, and ethnic arts and
crafts)

- Operat1on and maintenance of open space, recreation areas.
and structures providing a community recreation- use.

- Street tree planting and maintenance.

- . Leisure education and counseling (promoting the benef1ts of
recreat1on, teach1ng recreation sk1115}

- V1s1tor safety services (protection of life, property, and.
hea]th of visitors to recreation sites).

- Information services (prov1d1ng information about
‘recreation- related opportun1t1es in. the community to
residents}.

- Community involvement - using recreation as a way to bring
the community together. Providing leisure.time oppor-
tunities to serve the community through volunteerism.

It shall be the policy of the Department that through
programming, scheduling, and future facility development
changes, league sports play shall be, whenever possible, relo-
cated out of neighborhood parks to community and regional
facilities,

The Department shall establish a Citizens Advisory Committee
of 14 volunteer members representing a cultural and geographic
cross -section of the community. . Members shall be appointed by
the Department Director subject to City Council approua]

Their duties shall be to:

- Meet every other month or as the need arises.

- Review and comment on Department p0]1c1es procedures, and
planning methods which affect service.to the commun1ty

- Assist-thezDepartment on specia1-studies or projects.

- Conduct an annual public meeting to help. update the 1984
Master Plan,

- Ovérsee implementation of the 1984 Master Plan.policies.
- Perform other related functions as requested.

Committee members would serve on-a staggered basis. When the
committee is initially formed, eight members-shall serve a
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two-year term and six shall serve. for one year. Thereafter,
the terms shall be for two.years for each group with no person
serving more than two terms. To ensure adequate represen-
tation, the Department shall attempt to appoint:-at least one
advisor from each community planning area.

5. Personal Safety and Vandalism

It is the policy of the City of Sacramento that park and
recreation facilities shall be maintained and operated in a manner
that keeps people and properties safe from crime and vandalism in
order for patrons to receive maximum benefit and enjoyment from
the facilities.

II.  Financing the System.

Financing the park/open space system of the City of Sacramento can be sub-
divided into four separate categories: (A) Acquisition of New Park Sites,.
(B) Rehabilitation of Existing Developed Sites, (C) Development of New
Sites, and (D) Ongoing Maintenance and Operation Requirements. Table II-I
presents the estimated cost in 1982 dollars to finance the existing and
proposed park and recreation-system as identified in the Master Plan. A
brief description of each of the major areas of expenditure is as follows:

A. Acquisition
The majority of park sites proposed in the Master Plan can be secured
under the Quimby ordinance. Only one site, the Land Park Treatment
Plant property, requires fee title purchase. This site was purchased
from the Regional Sanitation Board in July of 1984,

(See Table: I, next page).
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TABLE I

Summary- Cost Estimates to Implement

1984 Park and Recreation Master Plan

_ Operation/Maint.
Category Est. Cost, Impact,. 1982 .
1982 Dollars ___Dollars:
(Above Current
A, Acquisition Level of
Expenditure)
1. Fee purchase $700,000
2. .Quimby dedication -0-
3. Utilization of school sites - =-0-
B. _Rehabi]itation--
1.. Safety $ 540, 200 |
2. Effectiveness 1,729,100
3. Enhancement of recreation 399,500
and aesthetics '
C.. Deveiopment
1. Park site basic. impravements | $ -19,558,500
2. Park site recreation elementy 19,558,500
3. School site improvements 3,300,000
D. Service Issues $ 999,606
| E.  Maintenance Requirements $ 4,563,650
TOTAL P *3 45,785,800: $ 5,563,256 in
‘ one time. annual addi-
tional costs

costs.

*The cost estimates for'park‘deve1opment do not include the cost for any ‘
major recreation elements like community centers, swimming pools, or

sports complexes. Cost estimates for these elements will be determined as

site specific master plans are developed.

B.

Rehabilitation of Existing Sites .

Deterioration of park facilities generally originates from three

sources:

aging.of the-facility, heavy use of the park, and vandalism.
The rehabiiitation of ‘the park sites improves the service level to the

community and reduces the ongoing maintenance requirements associated
with deteriorated or obsolete facilities and equipment,




Mike Lake
October 1, 1984
Page Fourteen:

The cost estimates developed within this .catégory were determined by
field inspections of the City's 94 park units. This process will be
followed on an annual basis during the. Department budget development
process. Based upon-the size of the park system;, the increased use of
public parks, and the age of most City parks, there will be a require-.
‘ment to annually reinvest funds in the rehab111tat10n of City
facilities,

C. Development of New Sites

Of the. 2,378 acres .of park land.in-the City's current 1nvent0ry, 1,228

acres are undeveloped.. The City alsc plans on-acquiring an add1t1ona1
75 acres of neighborhocd and community park land to meet the goals of
the master plan, presenting a total of 1,303 acres of undeveloped.
land. The-development of park. land 1s,divided into two categories:
basic improvements .and park enhancements. '

Basic improvements consist of site drainage, turf, irrigation, trees
and street frontage. Using an average.-cost of $15,000 per acre times
1,303 acres of undeveloped park land, the City is faced with a cost of
319,558,500 -in 1982 dollars to . provide:basic park land 'improvements,

Park enhancements involve the addition of or improvements to
recreation elements for the purpose of enhancing the usability of the:
park site; .i.e., tennis- courts,.play areas, etc.. For planning pur-
poses, an- average cost-of . $30, 000 per. acre has been used to project
future park improvements in th1s category. Based upon.the assumption.
that one out of every two park land acres will contain recreation ele-
ments of this type, one -half of the 1,303 undeveloped acres or 651
acres will require park enhancements as. determined by the park Master
Plan, Giver -an average cost of ‘$30,000 per acre; .the City faces a
$19,558,500-cost in-1982 dollars in future park improvement needs.

In addition to financing park development, certain school sites are
recognized as meeting neighborhood and community park needs. Using.an
average of $50,000-per school site for park improvements, it wuld cost
$3,300,000-.to develop the 66 sites recognized in the master plan.

D. Methods to Finance the System -

The five-year General Fund forecast prepared by the City Department of
Finance indicates to balance the budget will reguire major budget
reductions or new revenue sources. over the next.five years. This,
coupled with the uncertainties of Proposition 36 and local government |
financing, makes it difficult to project future levels of park
acquisition and: development,
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Assuming the cost estimates to implement the park Master Plan. are
correct, the City -will need to expend $45 million without considering
inflation or development cost. of major recreation facilities. . Based.
upon this level. of projected expenditure, the City Council adopted the
following action plan for financing the system:

E. Major Policies

The Department shall:

1.

10.

Seek 50 percent of the.City's Park Development Fee to be
appropriated on an annual basis for new park development and reno-
vation of existing parks.

Aggressively seek State, Federal, and local grants to improve City
recreation services and support the enactment of State and. Federal
legislation that would establish or expand park and recreational
acquisition and development funds.

Recognize the need to provide neighborhood and community park and
recreation areas and facilities in conjunction with .populations
generated by new development. The funding for those areas and
facilities is the primary responsibility of the developer.

Support the establishment of public nonprofit corporations with:
the purpose of promoting and supporting City park and recreation
services and facilities for the general public.

Maintain its reliance on General Fund subport for basic support of”
park maintenanice and recreation base line services.

Support an increase in the number and types of concessions
available at City parks and recreation sites.

Continue to promote the use of volunteers and community groups for
the provision of recreation programs, services, operation and
maintenance. and development of parks.

. Actively seek individual, private and corporate support of the

Department's park and recreation services and facilities.

Charge user fees as appropriate when providing non-base line
recreation services and special recreatieon and park facilities. .
Nominal charges  to users may be employed to control access to base:
line programs and facilities.

‘Develop and implement: a.new financing system-at specially

designated "Enterprise Parks." At these parks, revenues and:
expenses for all operations will be pocled into a common budget so
that income from revenue generating activities cr facilities can
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be used to assist in covering expenses for non-revenue producing
activities, services or facilities offered on the same site.

11. Recognize the concept of an Employee Incentive Program whereby
employees' suggestions which:result in reduced costs of opera-
tions,. increases .in-efficiency, or other measurable benefits to.
the Department; shall-receive recognition-and/or monetary rewards.

12. Use qualified.consultants whenever necessary and cost effective to
supplement staff work in -developing specialized studies for major
projects.,

13. Acquire.the data processing capability to 1mp1ement cost effective
- fiscal management practices:

Marinas

‘The following. information is provided: regarding 'the future demand for

marinas on the Sacramento River., The information provided is the result

of the marketing study conducted for the expansion of the Sacramento Boat
Harbor. in Miller Park. Also provided is information.on the specific plans .
for the expansion of the Sacramento Boat Harbor,

A. Market Study

In June of 1983, the City of Sacramento-retained the firm of
Williams-Kuebelbeck and Associates to conduct a feasibility marketing
study on the expansion of the Sacramento Boat Harbor in Miller Park.
Major findings of the marketing study are as.follows:

1. The market area for the study was the counties of Sacramento and
Yolo.

2. Currently, there are 32,870 and 4,363 registered boats in-
Sacramento and Yolo counties, respectively.- The number of
registered boats is expected to.be 43,622 in Sacramento County and
5,426 -boats  in Yolo County by 1990. (Refer to Attachment IV-A.)

3. There are 531 covered»s]aps, 213 open slips and 22,596 feet of
parallel dockage in the market area. (Refer to.Attachment IV-B.)

4. The occupancy rate of the current slips/dockage that is available
is 94% covered slips, 94% uncovered slips, and 98% open dockage.
(Refer- to Attachment IV-C.)

5. Six marinas plan expansion of their current facilities., If
© approved, this will provide an additional 210 slips and 4,520
feet of dockage to the market area. (Refer to Attachment IV-D.)
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6. It is.estimated that 691 berths will be added to the market area
over the next two.years based upon expansion plans of existing
marinas and proposed new marinas. (Refer to Attachment IV-D.)

Conclusion -

The market study concludes- that based upon the-project demand for boat-
berths and the existing and .proposed supply of berths, there will be a
deficiency of 1,240 berths by the year 1990, (Refer to Attachment
IV-F.) - o

Sacramento -Boat Harbor Expansion

The Sacramento Boat Harbor is located at Miller Park within the City
of Sacramento. The Harbor; which is off. stream, presently consists of
289 berths and:a harbor master office. The harbor sits on 20 acres of
the 57 acre park site. - The.Department maintains a waiting list -of 490
individuals interested- in berthing their boats at Miller Park.

In June of 1984, the City Council approved the.expansion of the
Sacramento Boat Harbor. (Refer to Attachment IV-G.). The expansion
plans call for: - ’ ‘

1. An additional 282 boat slips.for a total of 571 slips.

2. A 690 car parking lot.

3. 70,000 to 140,000 square feet of commerical space for restaurants,
bait and tackle shops, etc.

4. Major train stop for the:0ld Sacramento live steam train.
5. Expanded public picnic areas and harbor viewing areas.

6.. A new fishing pier on the Sacramento River that is handicapped
-raccessible.

The total cost of the project is $6 million. The Départment has. sub-
mitted a request for a loan to the.State Department of Boating and
Waterways to- finance the project. The loan payments will be secured
from the berthing fees. The projected time line for the project: is:

June 1985° - Loan received .
January 1986 - Construction starts
June 1987 - Completion of project

Major»Po]ﬁcies

Due to the number of marinas proposed to be expanded and the number of
new marinas proposed, several policy considerations must be addressed:
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1. What is the holding capacity of the Sacramento River and number of
marinas: that should be approved? '

2. Should.new on-stream marinas be approved? Presently, there are
concerns that on-stream marinas have a negative effect on the

recreation value and aesthetics of the river.

3. Should.Sacramento and Yolo counties and the City of Sacramento
coordinate their planning efforts on riverfront development?

Should you. have-any questions or comments on this report, please contact this

office. _
RORE /DMAS,,Director

Parks and Community Services. -

RPT:js.

Attachments
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Attachment

September 20, 1984

TO: Mike Lake, Senior Planner
City Planning Department

FROM: Wwalt Ueda, Chlef Admlnlstratlon & Plannlng ,';":__
Department of Parks and Recreation 5 o o

SUBJECT : URBAN OPEN: SPACE-
CITY/COUNTY JOINT TASK FORCE

You have requested general information from this department
regarding policies/programs and development standards as they may
interface with the City of Sacramento. You also requested a
discussion of current problem areas that parks are. facing. I am .
including for your review a report outlying the County Parks.
Department's -role in prov1d1ng "Regional™ park needs in the
County. While the report is three years old, conditions have not
changed significantly to alter the recommendations in the .report.

The philosophical role of counties in the area. of providing parks
and recreational spaces differ from that of the cities and local
park agencies. Cities and local park agencies provide
"structured" or developed park facilities in.densely populated
areas and usually are . walk-to parks, while the County’'s role is
oriented towards open space preservation, regional parks, county
wide trail linkages and special use facilities that are usually
drive-to parks not’ normally found in the City or 1local
facilities. While State and National Park standards agree that a
minimum of 5 acres/1000 population should be set aside for local
neighborhood and community parks, 20 acres/1000 is the
recommended minimum for regional parks for open space. and
recreational usage.

Using the minimum standard of 20 acres per 1000 population for
regional parks, and with adjustments for existing areas of low
recreation value and an estimated influx of out-of-county
recreationlists of 15 percent, Sacramento County had a very
marginal surplus of. +200 acres of regional park/open space in
158l. Comparing the existing park-inventory of 17,300 acres to.
the pro;ected requirement 0£f-21,900 acres by 1990 indicates a
substantial deficit of 4,600 acres.

Cities and local park districts are recipients of Quimby Act
(Park Dedication Fees) funds. This act enabled adoption of local

land dedication ordinances by governing agencies. Land and/or
funds for park purposes are required of  subdividers: of
residential units at the time of filing a map. It is a

significant funding scurce for park development that is not
available to the County and regional parks. The Quimby Act
requires that when developers prepare a subdivision map for a
given area that also depicts a park in the district's masterplan,



the intent in this case is for land in-lieu of fees be given the
local district. The 1nab111ty of districts to finance park
development or maintain a park once developed has been a real
problem. This is due primarily to the effects of Proposition. 13
and the level of taxation applicable to the various districts.
Thus many districts have opted to receive funds in lieu of land.-
While many districts were at the maximum tax rate others were
not, particularly the Elk Grove Recreation and Park District.
New residential developments proposed in the area, i.e., Laguna
Creek, are faced with financinq community services within the Elk
Grove Park District's minimum tax rate. It appears, however,
that the Mello-Roos Community Facilities Act of 1982 &s amended.
by 5B 271 could be utilized in this instance and is currently-
undergoing extensive review.

The City of Sacramento collects park land dedication fees under
‘the Quimby Act from new subdivisions and moreover, an individual .
building permit is:-assessed $300 also towards parks and
recreational use. In effect, a park fee is paid twice on the
same  lot. The County, on the other hand, collects a one time.
land dedication or fee in-lieu on behalf of County Park Districts
and the subdivision is exempted from imposition of further park -
development fees.

Recent passage of Proposition 18, the 1984 Park Bond Act,
provides up to $150 million statewide for local assistance
programs. These funds are further subdivided into four
competitive grant cateqgories and a block grant program based on
population. As with all previous state grant programs. this is a
one time source of funding that could be: used to develop or.
acquire property. The real preblem is in the ongoing maintenance’
of the park once developed. New criteria have been added in the -
selection process to encourage park develcopment that cculd be
self supporting or produce revenues to offset maintenance costs.

All parks and recreation departments, both local and regional,
are faced with the problem of funding major rehabilitation of
existing facilities. Maintenance. of major facilities have been:
deferred over the years for the following reasons:

(1) Past subvention programs were oriented towards.
providinq funding for new facilities that_satisfied-an
"unmet need”. The "Urban Recovery Program" (Federal)
was intended to .provide funding for rehabilitation of
urban parks, This program is no longer funded.
Moreover Sacramento County could not qualify for this
program under the Federal definition of Urban. The.
very limited funding of this program. and the
competitive nature of these grants resulted in awarding
most of the available dollars to major eastern cities.
This program is mentioned here to illustrate that this
area of concern had been recognized at the Federal
level and although it is no longer funded the problem
of maintaining existing facilities remains.



(2} Until September 1983, the 1972 Sacramento County Park
Bond program had been the only source of County capital
outlay funding for park acquisition and development.
The criteria used in appropriating these funds
precluded major rehabilitation of existing parks.
Since- 1973 no General Fund monies have been
appropriated for the departments' capital ocutlay
programs. Today the County Department of Parks and
Recreation is faced with the problem of how to finance
a three million dollar rehabilitation program, as well.
as it's acqulsltlon and development program.

The "climate™ of providing parks and recreation services today is.
undergoing a transitional period of adjusting one's belt to
available financing: (1) New park facilities must be able to
generate a partial if not complete offset in terms of revenue,
(2) Rehabilitation of facilities must be capable of attracting
greater use and hence, more revenue at the gates. (3) Private
sector investments or operation will be encouraged to fill an
unmet recreational need, and (4) More creative use of existing
personnel, i.e., seasonal workers vs. permanent park staff,
contract worker vs. permanent staff, The tendency is for parks
and recreational agencies to:- totally ‘ignore developing facilities
that are nice but costly, i.e., floral garden displays, new
trails, conservatories, arboretums, natatoriums, etc.

The greatest percentade of urbanization is occurring outside of
the City, creating a demand at both regional and local park
levels. The local needs are in part satisfied through the fees
or land from the land dedication ordinance and added tax base,
however, regional park needs are totally ignored jeopardizing the
future of the regional park program. A stable source of funding
the County regiopal park program must be estaplished. Subvention

programs are an unpredictable source of financing and for the-
most part, subject to political whims. Several alternatives are
being explored such as a gquaranteed percentage of the sales tax
or transient occupancy tax. However, this is a most difficult
area needing the support of the top management politicians and
perhaps, the taxpayers. It is extremely difficult to implement
long range plans and objectives in an atmosphere of an
unpredictable annual budget.

SUMMARY :

This is a brief overview of Parks and Recreation services as it
exists today. As more new residential communities are being
proposed both in the County and the City of Sacramento it becomes
increasingly important that:

(1) Neighborhood and community parks be centrally located
to serve the new community. National and State
standards of 3 acres/1000 population should be applied.



REGIONAL PARKS -

Prepared by Sacramento County
Department of Parks arnd Recreation, December 1981
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. The parpose of this paper is to (1) prov:.de background information regarding
_regional- park standards and recreation services within Sacramento Coumty,

(2) present an analysis of existing recreation open space and facilities
with forecasts of estimated: future needs and demard, ard (3) make policy
recommendations to-help quide future acquisition, development, ope:rat.wn
and adnu.mstratmn of the County's regional. park fac:J.it:.es.

MGIONAL PPRK CIASSIFICP'II(MS AND S’I?&FDARDS _

Regmnal Parks: serve.the pesple of a:large regmn - usually those w:s.tmn

an hour's travel time. The size and location will vary but at least 250

acres is recamended and may go up to several thousand acres. The respon-

. sibility for providing these extra-urban parks generally falls upon the- -
County or a Regional authority. .Even within the jurisdiction responsibile

for. these parks there may be variances in the type of develomment included. -
in a regional park. - Scme are left primarily in their "natural state™ while
others will have both natural areas and extensive develomment. 'They should.

. rot, under any circunstances, take -the: place of. ne:.ghbormod or: district
parks. Regional or County facilities should-be ones that have regional cr.
county significance which other levels of goverrment .can mot provide, develop,
utilize or presexrve.. As the metropolitan area e:qgmﬂs there is often pressure.
to put facilities.in the regional pa.rk that are mot in keeping with the philo~
sophy or purpose of .the park.. This is actually an-example.of one type:of park
develomment encroaching upon arother. It is easy to succumb ‘o this. pressure
‘because the park lard is there when urban sprawl arrives. If proper location

+ . ard: development.of neighborhood and. dJ.st:J.ct parks is achieved;. such pressure
need rot e.}ust.

A regmnal park may serve one cr .rmore of the following: purposes:

* conserve large areas of matural rescurce larnd or water .-
for the-use ard- enjoyment of people. .

* offer. scenic. values in vistas, over-lcoks and la.rxiscapes-‘

* provide opportunities for a var:.ety of o::gam.zai or mfm:wal
leisure time. activities.

* pmviﬁe‘day—use facilities primarily, but does ot exclude
internal areas:reserved for group and family camping or
other appmprlate night-use activity :

* serve as: opm space or green belt in densely pop;latea metro—
politan-centers

. * mvide special use facilities not normally found-in local .
parks or the private sector to.serve specialized needs: on
a regional scale

* provide a more natwral ocutdcor experience than is available-
or possible in the urbanized community and neichborhood parks.
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Recreation use appro;m;zgte for- regmnal parks includes the followmg

Natural Rescurces E:'novrrzent - Sightseeing, nature obsen'atmn and

study, photcoraphy and pa_xnt;_ng walking, joggz.ng, b;cyclmg, hikirngg,
horseback: rld:,ng day camping.

Lard Sports - CGolf, field arc:ha'y, game hunt.mg softball football,
soccerpall, Marksmanshlp. pistol, rlfle, trap, skeet..

Automotive Sports: (For motorized: b:l.cvcles, mmrcycles, autos, minia--
ture rotor driven vehicles ard models) - races, hillclimbs, stunts,
gyrrddianasarﬂoﬂxertestsofdnmrgskﬂlsarﬂspeai

Vater Sports - rowing, camemg salla.rg, cru;x.s:.n;, water skiing,
swmm:m; f:.sh:mg fly casting, ska.n d_w:.ng

Air Sports - Fly:mg ~ultra=light aircraft, model airplane: events
a:.v:.rx_:;, hang gliding.

Outdoor Social and Cultural Activities - picnicking, sunbathing,
participation in festivals,. pageznts, concerts, art shows; natural,.
historic and physical science displays-and exhibits.

Spectator S_E:rts Campetitive land and. water sports.

Outdoor Living - Camping: Fam.,ly, organized groups, bnat-m, enrouﬂa
travelers by auto bicycle, horseback, on. foot.

Special Use: Fac:.la.tlmr In addition to ‘the above classification the Sacramentn
County Parks Department identifies various special use facilitie$ as regional
due to specific site features -and facilities which attract régional use.- Such
facilities include parkways, golf courses, fishing accesses, boat launching.

sites, historical sites, bicycle trails, etc., which may occupy only limited
acreage..

Parlmays Thesé are essmually elongated parks with trail systam exberﬂ:.rr;
throughout their lergth. Vehicular traffic is restricted to specific access
locations. only and is rot permitted along- the parkway aligrmert. . The parkway
generally provides:a pleasarnt natural envirorment which emrhasizes water and
lard trail .system recreation such as a bicycling, rafting, horseback riding,
Joggirg and hiking..

. The parkway usually follows. streams or river aligrments, shorelm@ of large

lakes; or natural wooded areas. Thus, its location and size is deperdent
uron the availability and location of these resources. vhere this kind of
resource does; rot exist naturally, a parkway: effect may be created through .
proper’ landscape design ard planting. Although no specific acreage stardard
is applicable, a minimum right-of-way of 300 feet is recammended; with por-
ticns being muc:h ‘wider for scenic vistas and other recreation development.

Golf Courses. ~ One 18 hole da:.ly fee golf course is. recamended for each 25,000
of the population. A cdaily fee course may include semi-private courses that
charge green fees comparable to. public courses and draw from the golfing element
that play the public courses..’

The size of the site will deperd primarily on the terrain, vegetation and shape
of the parcel of land. Generally, 75 to 90 acres are required for 9 holes ard
120 to 180 acxes for 18 holes.. Small towns or cities- that canpot justify. expen-
ditures or cbtain adequate land for a full 18 hole course should consider the

" Par-3 or Par-3 Executive course.



The average golfer may travel 25 miles or more to play an attractive,
properly raintained course. It is often desirable to locate a course
within or adjacent to a large urban or regionzl park, but rot essential.
Although a. golf course does rot have large capacity for use (350-400

- golfers/day or about 8C,000 rourds per year may ke expected) compared |
to many other recreation areas, the fact that "open space” is created
by its existence: smLﬂ.d be a factor in detemmining feasibility. '

: Natmnal Standards:- The. adequacy of regional recreation space contiguous

to the heavily populated area in Sacramento Countv is determined by the
‘population ratio method. The acknowledged national standard resource/
population ratio used for regional parks is 20 acres per 1000 population
as defined by the Naticnal Recz:eauon and Park Association (MRPA). This
method is ndrmally used in concert with a service area: radius, - a2 minimm
perk size, and-a description or classification of the park for which it
applies. In -addition the-application of the KRPA stardards is adjusted
to the Sacramento area. by evaluation of the follc:w:l.ng local factors which
may affect special recreation demards:

* Time-Distance of population fram. parks
* Demographic -_mof:iies of population (age; sex, family size, etc.)-
* Socio-ecoromic factors (income, education, etc.)

* Cultral and. ethnic characteristics of population

Geographic ldcatiofx»of. park 1n relation to population a:xitoﬂier
federal, state ard local recreation facilities -

* Climate. ,

* Special. urban corditions and-sub-neightorhoods

* Iocal tradition ard customs..

* New trends or patterns in recreation

* Quantity and qual:.ty of existing facilities

* Private facilities "

* Available: resources:

- * Echressed needs and desu:es of citizens-

SACRAMENTO COUNTY REGIONAL PARK TNVENTORY -

Public Sector

An inventory of County Parks Department regional recreation acreage :is shown
in Exhibit 1. The open space total of 8,725.66 acres includes the following:
® 7,106.5 acres-owned, maintained and operated. by’ the.County.
* 1,619.16 acres owned by other public agencies but raintained
and operated as recreation cpen space by County Parks. .

. % The centrally located Pmerican River Parkway currently includes:
3,842 acres or 54% of all recreation lard owned by the County.
An estimated 836 acres of this total is water surface.



* 3,112 acres are currently urdeveloped sites including Indian
Stone Corral (69 acres) located in the Orangevale community.

~ on the rortheast boundary of the County, southeast Florin '
Park (320 acres) located in the Vineyard Community area, North. .
Stone Lake (2,575 acres) located 10 miles south of Sacramento in

the. rorth Delta, and the Cosumnes. River Parkway near Rancho Murieta.

(See Exhibit 3) _

- The: State Parks and Recreation Information System (PARIS) -identifies the
following regional recreation resource areas in Sacramento County under

. the jurisdiction of the State Department of Parks and Recreation:

. Facility. _ ' o , Acres.
Brannan Island Recreation Area 336
Sutters Fort/State Indian Museum’ 6
0ld Sacramento. | 14
*Folsam Lake SRA" : | 5,579 (Land)
(Ircludes Lake Natoma) 12,000 (Water Surface)

In addition to the State and County areas identified above, the City of
Sacramento has the following regiomal recreation open space:

CRaeiliyy - Acres )
Land Park - o 236
Del Paso Park . - 705
Miller Park ‘ 57 =
Bing Maloney GOlf Course. - . 160
Hansen Park- (Undeveloped) . ' . 184

Private Sector

The National Association of .Conservation Districts campleted a natiomwide .
inwventory of private recreaticn facilities in 1975=76. Regional recrea-.
" .tion facilities from this inventnry in Sacramento County include the follow-
iI',g: . . 1

Facility -Acreage. '
Beach Lake Hunting Reserve - 1,009 .
Metropolitan Bunting Club 71,000
South Stone Lake Preserve. (Hunting) 714
Dry Creek Ranch Golf Course ' 120
'Rancho Murieta Golf Course... 120
Lindale Greens Golf Course | : 48
Coriova Golf Course (Public Course). 80-.

" Swallows Nest Golf Course 7
Del Paso Country Club Golf-Course . 180+
Northridge Countxy Club Golf Course 190+

*Less than one~fourth of the total acreage of Folsan Lzke SRA lies wz.&un
Sacramento County. However, the total site is well within the one hour

travel time from Sacramento ard 95% of its use comes fram the Centxal Valley,

prirarily the Sacramento urban area.



Fac»i.lii_:x y (Private Sector Cont.) _ - Acreage

Campus Carmons Golf Course : 18+
Valley Hi Country Club Golf Course: 172i
Foothill Golf Center Golf Course I - T
'ID'EL PRM'EE SECTOR REISIONAL RECREATION P,CREGE 3, 633 Acres.

Pr:.vate sector regional recreation areas listed are primarily tmnt.mg and
- golfing. facilities which terd to restrict high recreation paruclpatmn
rates. Much of the hunting preserve acreage is seascmally used ard is
cultivated farmland which has open space preservation value. However

its recreatmral value for general public partlca.patmn is relatz.vely
limited,

Latent Recreation Resturdas. Imrento:y - -

In the context of this report, latent recreation resources describe . the
ratural, cultural, and/or recreational resources.that could be used for

recreational purposes to a much greater degree than they are at present.
These resources might provide a significant amount of general recreation

opportunities; or may have high value for particular recreation act:.v:LtJ.as.
Thus, they mer:.t special’ consﬁerauon.

Sac.ﬁ:ram@toRiver.v . _ L h

The Sacramento. River can offer unique, varied. and close-to-home recreation
oppertunities for the District's heavily populated. Sacramento area. However,
recreation opportunities alorg the Sacramento River are limited by the lack
of public access ard developnent. Private ownership accounts for more than .
half of ‘the river frontage in the Sacramento:City limits., The presence of
a levee system further restricts recreation along the Sacramento. River, be—
cause-the levees have few flat 'areas that can be developed. In addition, the
. bridges and gates that have been built across.the levees reduce usable areas.

' The close proximity of the levees to many residents has, at -times, created.
cbstacles. to the development of parkway features such as tr:an.ls.

Mllchcf the public land along the eastbarﬁcoftheSacramenmm.verhasal-
ready been developed. Most of the developrent is in the form of parks, .
fishing access points, ard boat launch areas. The City of Sacramento
recently adopted the Sacramento’ River Parkway Plan which calls for acquisi-
tion and develorment of the area alorg the east bank.of’ ‘the -Sacramentn. River
fram the junction of the American River to the town of’ Freeport.. The project.
groposal includes-developed and.limited recreation use, natural areas, ard
‘bicycle, equestrian and hiking trails-to exterd its entlre 13 mile length..

Milita,ry-!ands:-

In Sacramento. Gomaty, there are more thzm 10, 000 acres of federally owned land
beirng maraged by the military. These lands are included in-three installations
located within the greater Sacramento area. 2n examination ¢f California's
military installaticns by the former ‘Heritage Conservation -ard Recreation Service
revealed that there are lards in these installations ot being used for military.
parposes. In fact, significant acreages are lyirg umused, or are providing
rec:eaﬂon opportunities ..olaly for military personnel and their families,



Delta: "

The Delta Recreation Plan advarces several recommerdations that would
improve recreation opportunities in Sacramento County.. The list in~
cludes: levee improvements and development of additicnal- recreation
sites; preservation of open space ard green belts in the Beach-Stone
lakes area; acquisition of lands in Delta Meadows; - enhancement of
hunting oppcxrt:m:.t.xes on Lower Sherman Island, aleng the deep water
charmel, and in bypass areas; bcating, hiking, and equestrian trails;
ard. mzpmved access to-selected potential recreation sites.

Sacramento County Mei::op_olitan A:u:’gart' _

Sacramento County currently owns 4,000+ acres including surrcunding
buffer lands at’ the-Sacramento. Metroml'ltan Airport site. In addition
the long rarge acqu:.sltmn plans for the Adrport include an additional
3,200+ acres. The primary purpose-of the adjacent lands is to provide .
roise ard safety buffer zone along the aircraft flight paths. The ma=—
jority of the existirg tuffer zone is leased for agricultural use which
will contimue into the indefinite future. However, portions: of these .
buffer lards which have low agricultural potential and which are sitL.atad
pear ¢r adjacent to . the Sacramemto River, both North and South of the.
Airport, may have significant potent.ml as future regional recreation
sites to sexrve the northeast portion of Sacramento County. A carpre-
hensive Lard Use and Develomment Plan for the Sacramento Metropolitan.
Airport is currently being prepared by the Sacramento Area Council of-
‘Goverrments. in. association with the County Department of Airports.

This plan will identify appropriate airport buffer lard use: ard should
claxify its. future recreation potential.

Sac:ramenta Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant:

To prevent futire conflict ffom urban encroaclmant ard .to allow for future
expansion,; substantial buffer zone area has been provided surrourding the
recently completed: Regioral Waste Water Treatment Plant. This 1800+ acre -
buffer area is currently the subject of a study which will make recommerda=.: -

tiors regarding its recreation potentdal.

Callform.a Department of Fish and Game. Lands:

The State Depa.rtmnt of Fish and Game manages aprmmately 3,200 acres of
land in Sacramento County including waterfowl refuges and w:r.ldl:l.fe sanctu- -
ar:.&s, which pu':cv:tde hunting, bird watching, ard picnicking: o;morb.aut:.es.

Sites Llsted in. the Nat:.onal Rer;lste.r of H:Lstonc Places.

There are many sites. w:n.th:.n Sactamento County on both public and. private -lands-
which have sicnificant cultural ard historical value. Same of these are includ-
ed within the Natioral Register of Historic Places. For example a ;nrt.u:)n of
Arcade Creek near Del Paso Park has been identified as. the cldest native American
site in the Sacramento region ard; the Wall Town -site near Dry Creek and White
Fock Poad contains the. relatively intact remains of an-authentic. -gold mining
town.. 2Aditional investigation and a survey to identify and prioritize such
sites should be. corﬁucted to determine ﬂ’cu: recreation resource value. :



The "Latent Recreation Resource” lands identified in Sacramento County
are conservatively-estimated at 15,000+ acres:ard have varying poten-
‘tial for recreation use which will require additional investigation.
The apparent natural open space quality of these lands along with the
fact that they are currently urder public agency ownership provides
sane assurance that Sacraments County will continue to have potenttal
regicnal park open space available into the futire.

' Pommm mysrs.

Census data irdicate a County poullatwn of 634,190 in 1970 mc:reasmg
o 783,320 in 1980,.  This represents a 23.5 percentvtota.l increase of -
149,180 ard a 2.4 ‘percent anrual increase over . the .past ten year period.
In addition the -State Department of Finance is projecting a pt::pulatuon
of -996,900 by 1990, a rather astourding increase of 214, 000 (27%) in the
next 10 years. v ,

Although most commmities throughout the County have been experiencing
growth, the mst:'significant'ﬁmreases*ara_occurihg near the major -
arterials entering the City. For-example the Citrus Heights-and.
Rancho Cordova communities located'in the Northeast Corridor between
U.S. 50 and Interstate 80 freeways have experienced a combined popula--
"tion increase of. 74,170 or nearly 50 percent of the entire County in-
crease in the 1970-80 pericd. . Although the growth rate will likely -
‘decrease over the next 10 years in the Corrldor area substantial growth
 is expected to contimue. In'addition major increases in population are.
rrojected for the conmunities. of: South Sacramento, South Nattmas ard the
Pocket Area on ‘the: periphery of currently developed conmumnities. .

Cmtparlson of the prc)]ecteri commmamni by grcwth areas wlth existing regmnal
park site distribution in Sacramento County irdicates that all the growth.
areas enjoy convenient access to major park facilities within travel times-
generally less-than 30 mimutes. In addition each of these nearby sites
with the exception of Discovery Park near the Scuth Natomas community
possess substantial potential for development of. acditional recreation
facilities which would accommodate the projected growth. Discovery Park
is: essentially developed. to. its maximm under current American River
‘Parkway quidelines and is' one of the most heavily used units in the re--
gional park system. (Refer to Exhi.bits. 2 ard. 3).

: ADE{IJRCY OF REGIONAL PARK L2NDS - IN SACRAI-EE\‘IO Q’ZUNIY

The total :.dentlfled regional park recreation. open space in Sacramento
" County including both public and private sectors. is estimated at 32,000+
acres. By definition this total includes special use facilities mmch
attract regional use such'as golf courses and historical sites, and large
- patural areas including water surface which remain urdeveloped. . In addi-
tion the total includes the 17,579 acre.Folsom Lake State Recreation Area,
However: for the: parpose of th.Ls analysis 12,000 acres of Folsom Lake water
surface and 2700 -acres of private. sector hunting preserve are being excluded.
Although .these areas -have s:Lgmf:Lcart open ‘space value their regional recrea-
tion value to the general public is marginal due to characteristically low
recreation participation rates per acre. The total regicnal park recreation.
open’ space cmently available- is therefore adjusted to 17,300 acres.

The. p::pulatmn of Sacramento County from the: preluwaary f:.gures in the 1980
Pog.zlatmr Census is 783,381, Applying:the Naticnal Recraauon and Park Associa-



tion ratio of 20 acres pér 1000 gopulation. Sacramento County currently
should have 15,7004 acres: of regional park space. However, estimates .
indicate that approxzmately 15 percent:. of all outdoor regional recrea-
tion use in Sacramento County comes- from-outside:the County.* The State's
PARIS data indicate this percentage of use is ecual tc an.additicnal 1980
user populat:.on of 70,000+ for Sacramento County which converts to an addi-
tional 1400 acres when the NRPA standard is applied. Considering the addi-
tional use the total estimated: regional perk cpen space requirement in 1980
- is therefore adjusted upward by 1400 acres to-17,100 acres. When compared to
- the previcusly adjusted inventory: total of 17, 30t}+ acres: there currently
exists only- 200 acres in excess.of ‘the: standard..

. Bowever, th.e State D@runent of Finarce is projecting a. pcpdaﬂon increase

to 9%6, 900 -in. Sacramento County by 1990, 'The. regicnal park acreage require—

 ment based.on thé NRPA standard will thus become 20,000+ acres.. In addition .
with the adjustment for 15 percent outside use the rinimm -regional park

- space requirement beccmes 21, 900-!— acres, an increase of 4,800 acres-over-
the current 1980 requ:.ranmt. _—

MSION

Using the Natmnal Recreatmn ani Park Aswc:.at:.c:n minirm- standard of 20 acres
per 1000 populationy- for régional- parks, and with’ adjustments -for existing-
‘areas of. low public recreation value-and an estimated: influx of outside re—
creationists-of 15 percent, Sacramento County currently enjeys:a wery marginal
' Surplus of 200+ acres-of regional park recreationcopen space. In addition .
camparison of the existing park inventory of 17,300+ acres: to the projected

raqu:ranmt of 21,900+ acres: irdicates a szbstanua def:.c:.t of ‘4,600 acres: by |
by 1990, '

CIIRRENTRMTIONUSEAM)TRHDSINPIAMTDGDISTRICTB

Rag:.onal parks by dEfan.thI‘ sexrve the. people of a large region. Such.
- regions are commonly defined by population use patterns and concentra-
- tions, travel. time zones, physical land character, etc., and only rarely

by political boundaries.. Regional park users very often cross: pelitical -
boundaries to enjoy park: facilities. ard resources in nearby cities, counties.
ard states. To enable a reasonable asséssment regarding. the: adequacy-of
existing- regmna.l park facilities within Sacramento County it is therefore.
ne;:essary to.lock at the hroader region of,wiuch. Saa‘ammtc County is a
part. . _ .

The following: momat.mn is. extracted from a- techmcal mllet.m entitled -
Recreation Outlook “in. Planning District:3, published in 1980 by ‘the: State:
Department of 'Parks and Recreation: . -Planning District 3 includes Sierra, -
Sacrzmentn, Placer, Nevada, Yuba, Yolo,: El-Dorade, and Sutter counties.
The study provides. valuable. reg:.onal planning information on population,.
recreation demand and deficiencies, .amd ret:reat:.on resowrces, facilities
ard trerds:cf significance to Sacramento County.

- *Information extracted ‘from State Parks and Recreation Infarmation System (PARTS),.
1974 American River Parkway- Survey ard. facility manager: interviews corducted by -

County Parks s taff. (See Popllatlon Plann_ng Cons:.deratmns on page 10 of
this report) -



_ Recreation Opportunities:

* Planning District 3's rich c::mbn.mtmn of natural, cultural, and
historic resocurces make. 1t a prime tour:.st recreatmn area.

* Major boat:.n; attractions in Planning District 3 are Folsam Lake,
Lake Tahoe, the other Sierra Neveda lakes and reservoirs, the
American River, and the Sacramento-San Joaquin river deltas.
Folsam Lake provides power boating, sailing, and water skiing .
oppomnutles, while Lake Tahoe and the many smaller reservoirs.
.and lakes: in the Sierra Nevada provide excellent small craft
boating orportumtles. The lower American River is extremely
popular for river float trips, while the Delta is popular for
a variety of boating activities, including boat-in- camping.

* Fishing is a.mthe.r favorité activity. Runs of salmoh and steel-
haadmtheFallaninter, and . runsofshadandstnpedbass
in the Spring, bring many fishermen to the Delta and the Sacra-
mento. and. American rivers, while year=-round . fishing for catfish,
crappie and’ other  resident fish in the valley's smaller water- - -
vays is' becoming increasingly popular. In addition; trout f:.shirg
in the Sierra streams, and shore ard boat-fishirng at the mumerous

. foothill ard mountain reservoirs, are very popular pursuits. .

‘Bicyeling is increasingly popular near thé valley's urbkan areas..
The Jedediah Smith Memorial Bike Trail within the 2merican River
Parkway, :is- a heavily used recreation attraction.

"Although irx:reasing nmkers of people.are using self-contained.
vehicles; there is still a large, urmet demand in Planning District
3 for. developed carpgrounds ard picnicking areas. The least camping
facility deficdiency ocours in the mountain counties where the U.S,
Forest Service administers a. s_gm.f:.cant portion of: the land area. -
The greatest deficiency for camping facilities occurs in Sacramento

County, where the opp::rt::m.tles are limited. and the. ppulatmn is
the greatest, -

* Hunting-in the Fall and Winter has a special appeal. . Hunting for
" pheasants, doves, and waterfowl is the main activity in the valley,
while deer and bear hunting. are popular in the mountains..

* OHV. recreat:.on is increasing in- poptﬂanty, ‘but irdiscriminate use.
is causing environmental problems and conflicts with other recrea-
tionists. Although efforts are:being made at the local, state, and:
federal levels to accummodate OHV use ard reduce asscciated problens,
there is still the need to provide additional CHV fac:.lltl.es ard to -
‘establish better control over existing CHV use.

* ‘Ihe City and County. of Sacramento have developed a -parkway alorg the
- banks. of the American River, extending from Nimbus Dam-to the jumctmn
of the Sacramento River:, It provides:the urban pop:latmn with a-
natural area in which to pursue a variety of outdoor activities.
Amcrg the activities offered are fishing, boating, rafting, picnicking,
nature study, hiking, horseback riding, ard bicyclirg.



* private.Sector Recreaticn Opportunities: in Planning District 3;-
In addition to- public suppllers, there are mary ron~public .
organizations, associations, and special interest groups that
provide epportunities for: gabla.c participation in organized
recreation activities. .There are.an unusually large mmber
of. interest group organizaticns in Planning District 3.- Little..

. league, square dancing:clubs, rockhound groups, sports car-clubs,
rodel a.u‘plane groups, etc. The Grange, Future-Farmers.of zimarlca,

- ard the4-H club provide.social and recreation out! ets- for. residents-

i the. rural areas: of Planmng DJ.stnct 3.

The prlvate sector provuies rea:eat.wn opportamltles on rore . than.
337,543 acres.- Much of -the acreage-is:accounted for by valley
ranches: and:farms . {used for. hmut.mg) » and -tirberlands (used for
campirg, . T:mntmg and’ picnicking) . - The private sector also. pro=
vides” mms, a la.rge mnber of whlc:h are: located in:the Delta. -

, 'Pomﬂ,ata.on Plammg Cons:.de.ratn.ons

M:me than- 80. ‘percent of the Planm_ng District 3. population is. corcentrated :
in the Central Valley.: }bwevex, Sacramentn, with'a:1977 population. of more:
. than a quarter million,. is.the only city in. the district with a population
. of ‘more than.50,000.  Most valley residents:live in. umrmrpamted areas.

. The popalation.growth rate:of Planning.District 3 exceeds: the average growth.

rate of the State.. Department of Finance population projections: J.rxilcate
that ‘this rapid. gm:t-h rate. will ‘continue, with the greatest relat.we '
Aincreases occnn'rmg in-.the-Sacramento  and Truckee-Tahoe: areas.

.~ Arother population-base: that must. be considered when d:Lscussmg Planning -
- District 3 is:the San Francisco'Bay Area, the- second largest: urban center "
ard one of the fastest: growing: areas in the State.. By July 1978 this area

- (State Plamming District 4). had a population of nearly five million or 22

. percent.of: the entire state. populatmn. Projections indicate a population
' ‘approaching six million.in’the region by 1990 - In:contrast the population
within- the Sacramentn:region {State:Planning District:3). is-estimated at.

1.2 million or: 5.3 percent-of -the state's population.  The significarce

of this. very large: ne:.ghborn.ng population on recreation-use and facilities:
in the Sacramento.region should: rot be -urderestimated.: The entire Bay: a.rea ,
is within a one:to. four hour travel time from Sacramento. Past.studies:

- ¢onducted by the-State Department of Parks and:Recreation: :..rﬁ:.cate that
o an avarage of’ 38 percent. of: all recreation use is- due to ‘persons who' have.

willingly travellei fram one . four “hours: one .way.-to. reach their- destina=-:
tion.: This- percentage -of course: varies with the: type of recreation activity =
offered ard- decreases. as required travel distance increases. Additionally -
it should-be adjusted dowrward. to:reflect: the: effects.of: current high energy.
costs. PBrannman Island’State Recreation Area for example is located within -

" the. Delta" ccxmumty in"Sacramento County and receives 86% of its use from
the:Bay Area and-only- 11% frem’ the Central Valley. . In-addition a user ‘
survey conducted by this Department in 1975 indicated- that- 14 percent of all ™

use within: the American RJ.VEI.' Parkmay comes -from outs:,de -the County. :
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- REGIOMAL DH@N} AYD F?XCII.I‘T‘Y D’FICIHJCIIS IN: SACRFHE\?ID CI:UNIYJ'

The Park and Recreation lnfozmatmn System (I’ARIS) is the p:maxy mfoma-
tion systeam used by the California Department of Parks and Recreation in

its on-going recreation planning program. This coamputer-based data systen
includes three main elements: (1) a demand allocation subsvstem which esti-
mates potential demard measured in participation days and wr wii.ch takes into
account the number of people, how often they participate in a recreation
activity, where they live, their willingness and ability to travel, and the
usability of the resource for a particular activity; (2) a supply subsystem .
consists of . an inventory of public amd private recreation areas conducted
between 1974 -and '1976; and: (3): a. deficiency analysis evaluation canparmg
petential demand for recreaticn with existing supply of. fac:llties

The PARIS data project a. total. re::reat:z.on derard in Sacramento County of
approximately 77.4 million participation days by 1990, an increase of-19-
- million (33%) over the decade.. This figure indicates that recreation de-
mand. is . increasing atana:malrateappmxmatelylzmaesgreaterthan

the. population gmwth rate, Fifty-four percent of the increase is-attri~
.butable to passive cutdeor p.u:su:.ts such as walking and driving for pleasure, :
- pienicking, sightseeing, etc; twenty-five percent. to.physically active recrea-~
tion such as outdoor Sports) ‘bic’ycl:i.rg,; -and horseback riding; fourteen percent.
to. water sports, i.e., swimming, water skiing, beating, sailing amd canceing;
cand. five percent to back country. rec:reatmn such as huntmg fishirg, tu.kmg
and camping. (Refer to Exhibit 4) . ‘
Pro:|ected recreation facility deficiencies for Sacramento County are shown
in Exhibit 5. PARIS calculates fac:.l:.uas deficits for the followmg fo\J:z:}~~
activity/facility groups. :

Facility ' | Use Starﬁarﬁz .
Camping Units - : 8.5 Persons Per Camping Unit
‘Picnic Units = : 4 Persons Per Table
. Poat Access Sites | . 4.21 Persons Per Slip for
' : Moorirg: . .
9.72 Persons Per- Boat Access
Miles of Trail '20 Persons Per Mile of Riding

aJﬁH.lkmg‘IraJl

| 10 Persons: Per. r-ule of Ridirg
Trail -

lCalculat:.ons of derand ard facility deficiencies for Sacramento County includé
the private sector ard neighborhood and camunity parks as well as. rag:.oml

park facilities. In addition. de.f:.c:.emles are based on FARIS mentorles gathere
five years ago in 1974-76. B

2s%:a:rx:larﬁs used by the State Derartment of Parks and Recreation. Other starf.azds
would pmduce different results for deflc:Lt/surplus.



To determine the deficit or surplus of facilities the murber of facili-

. .uasneededtoneetdaraxﬁlscmrparaitnthemmvberofexlstngacﬂr-

ties. The four tyres of facilities used in this. analys:.s are those most
often used by outdoor. recreat.:.om.sts

By far; the greatest facility need in Sacramento County is for eI S

with an existing deficit in 1980 of 1,344 units increasing to 1, 882 units

by 1950.  In comparison to other counties in Planning District 3, Sacramauto

County.. has-a relat,.valy miror mstl.ng deficiency of 124 i35 ‘

ever this deficiency is projected to increase to 709 by 1990. As wlth the -

cqmpu)g units the miles of trail have substantial surpluses in the mountzin

counties but substantial deflc:.ts in the valley counties. Sacramento County

- bhas a deficit of 236 pideESoEEHl in 1980 increasing to 373 by 1990, The

- one-type of facility for wh;ch the. PARIS data indicate a surplus in Sacramento
County is boat access sites. However the "Boat Access Site” fiqures shown in

Exhibit. 5 represents totals for bofh Zaimees: parking stalls required for .

beaters.  More current inventories / armd s ;es “/ cormducted by the State

Department of Poating and Watexways and by the Sacramentn: County-

Parks Department indiczte an existing deficiency of 890+ boating berths in-
1982 increasing to 1550+ berths by 1990. These sane studies indicate a.
lau.rfh:l.ng lane surplus of 9: lanes in 1982 becaming a def:.memy of 4 lanes
in, 1990 ‘and;: an overall surplus of: 380+ car/trailer stalls in 1982 (mcludu:g
both: paved and mpavad parklng) becoming a deficiency of 270+ stalls by 1990+

A survey conducted by the Cmmty Parks Department in Mamh-l%z.revealed an
existing boating berth waitirg list of 1500+ in Sacramento County. The.

survey- includes the 600 slip Folsom Lake Marina which receives 75 percent +

of its use from Sacramento County residents. A corparatively greater deficiency
of berthing for the 24 to 36 foot length boats was indicated for which owners
must wait an average of 5 to 7 years., Berthing deficierncies also - exist for
larger c:raft with- ualtmg pericds greater: than 10 years: '

The above. regmnal information regarding boat access sites should be used
cautiously when com:.dermg the potential of an individual project since . .
such an evaluation is heavily deperdent on local conditions. For instance -
the demand for slips in a given.location will be greater if: Trental rates
are lower than for similar nearby facilities; if. the distance and time of
travel by the potential: boater is shorter; if the facility has an off-river -
harbor and covered berthing; if the particular facility has other more pleasing
c-:rvucrmem:al aspects, ie., facility appearance ard orderliness,. avallamllty of
conveniences, yacht club spornsored events, ease of access, qualn.ty services, etc.

/‘Depar‘cmert of Boating and Waterways, Inventcry of California Boating
Facilities, November 1977; Sacramento County Assessors Cffice, Inventory
of Poating Pleasure Craft Registeraed in Sacramento County. 1982 Boating
Facilities Deficiency Survey for Sacramento County by :County:Parks Dépt.

2 roating Résources and: Planning Study - 1973 (Ref. Data on Sacramento Basin)
by A. Young: a.nc’. Assoc. for State Depar!:nent of Boatmg and Waterways.
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The above data on recreation use reflect a c::ansumpt;,on or participration

in temms of existing recreation opportunities. It is an expressed de-
rrx=.md for recreation which describes what people do given existing ccn~-
ditions. However there is also a latent demand which shewld not be dis-
regarded when. assessmg ‘the need for additicnal recreational opportunities.
Latent demard is the recreation demard inherent.in the populatiop , but: ot
reflected in the use of existing facilities. ' Participation can be expected
if adequate facilities, access and inforration are pmded. Llatent demard
is the basis for the argument that supply creates demand. Although .this' -
type of demand is difficult:to quantify and-imvolves greater subjectivity,
the assumption -is that if a suff1c1ently diverse set of recreation oppor-
tunities (m., camping units, picnic.sites, bicycle trails, boating facilities,
etc.} are rade available to the large metrorolitan ropulation of Sac:ramento
County: that: r&asonable additional use: of ‘these: facz.lz.tles may be expectai

*. Sacramento. chnty policy for public acquisition of lands for regional

. recreation should:be corcerned with: acguisition of lands in under-
served areas; acquisition of inholdings within existing recreation
areas; -acquisition of adjacent lands required to prevent severe ifn--
.pact on existing parks’ from ocutside sources; acquisition of: lards
required. to protect endangered species; acquisition of' lands identdi-

- fied as high priority for landscape preservation, where such lands
are in imminent danger from adverse development; and acquisition

of lards essential to providing access to publlc lards having high-
value for recreation.

The County of- Sacra;rento should contimie its efforts to develop.recrea-
tion: facilities along the Sacramento River, particularly in the North-
west portion of the County to accomrmodate projected rapid growth in

the South Natrmas: commumnity area, In-this regard County owned buffer
lands adjoining the Metropolitan Airport and the Sacramento River should
be investigated o detemine regional recreation site potmt_al

‘Sacrazr‘mm County. should. cooperate with the National Park Se.wme -and
other federal agencies to. identify surplus-military. lards with high
regional recreation potential at the Mather and McClellan airbases,
and to develop these lands for public recreational usel

* Sacramento County. should continue 4o work closely with the State Depart—

 ment of Parks ard Recreation to' improve its regional recreation off=-
highway vehicle facilities at Prairie City Off-Highway Vehicle Park.

‘The concept ard facilities at this-park should ke expaided beyord off--
highway vehicle use to include a wide: variety of mechanized recreation

use which characteristically produce. high noise. levels such  as quarter
midgets, model. agplana, rifle rarge, etc., to respond more ap{u:'opnately :
to- regional demand. :

* Sacramento County should continue: to-cooperate with State and Federal
age*zcles in‘'the joint effort to mplment recarmerdations. contained
in- the Delta'Recreation Plan.. In view of the majcr increases in
population projected: for the communities of South Sacramento and

the Focket Area,ard the high wildlife, agricultural, flocd control-
ard recreation values identified within the nearby Store Lakes Basin
Area of the.lorth Delta, Sacramento County should contirme-its efferts
to acquire lard in the torth Stone Lake ard Eeach Lake areas and {o.
J.dmta.fy and mple:nen apprepriate regicral recreation use as demand’
requn.res.



* Due to projected major population increases-in the South Sacramento amd
Pocket Area Cammunities, Sacramento County should continue to-assess the
recreation potential of the nearby Regional Sewage Treatment Plant buffer
lands, make recammerdations regarding the most appropriate regiocnal re—
creation use.and impleanent these recommendations as fusure demand requires.

* Sacraments County should ‘give'-" priority to development of regional 'rectea-
tion facilities which meet all or a majority of the following criteria:

1) ~ Facilities which help meet identified ‘Qeficiencies and
deamonstrated need such as camping units, picnic areas,

hiking. ard r:u:h.ng trails, anri moorage- and. dbdung facili-
ties. .

2)  Facilities suitable to a.regional park rather than a neigh-

borhood or oommunity: park as identified in the Regional Park
Classifications Section.

3) Fam_l:.tles which are rot available at nearby sites-or pmwded
by other: agencies or the private sector. .

4) leﬁ;-userfacilitieﬁ:x-mich accommodate a maximmm variety of
recreational use during all seasons of the year.

5) Facilities which minimize maintenance and operational costs.
6) Facilities which have potential to g@mm revemes..

*Tn view of the increasingly. limited revemies avaﬂable for recreation
facility development ard operata.cn, Sacramento County should encourage
the private sector to develop and operate public recreation facilities

where appropriate through leasing agreanents ard- othe:r mitually benefi-
cial means.

To p:rcvlde aecurate pcmjectmns ‘of existing ard futire recreation defici-
encies and demard.Sacramentn: County should cooperate more ¢losely with the-
State Department of Parks and Recreation to insure that their PARIS recrea-
tion facility and land inventories remain current. In addition surveys.
should be conducted to enable a more accurate assessment on the effects

of local recreation facility use by ocutside populations. -

To encourage greater use of its ‘'parks. Sacramento. County should: initiate -

an on-going publicity program using the various media and any other means.
which will erfecta_ve.ly infarm the public of the variety, location, quality
and advantages of the recreational experiences to be found in the Sacramento
County- Reglcnal Park System. -

' *.,In cooperation with the City." Sacramento. County. should:contimie to imple-
ment recommendaticns contained in the Sacramento Bikeways Master Plan

through. appropriate and timely establistment of rights-of way ard devedop—
ment of off-street bikeways where uﬁlcated

* Sacramento County should cooperate with the City ard State to improve the
open space.aspects of the vehicular circulstion system throush tree plant-
ing ard other appropriate. larﬁ..cap_rxg means; .anc encourzge the use of open

space &s a deszgn element in conjunction with waiting staticns along public
transit routes.



* In cooperatwn with local park districts Sacramentn County should:
recognize and implement recommerdations contained in the Matwral
Streams  Study. Acquisition costs of reécreation trail r:a.ghts-—of-
way along natural streams should be minimized by acquirirg necessary .
land curirg subdivision map review proceedings and public resistance
minimized by constructing trails: concurrently with development ard by
app::cpriate planning, construction and:location of trails.-

* Due to- projections of s:.gmf:.cant ircreases. in populatn.or-, the unpre—
dictable and ever rising cost of land acquisition; and the potential
for irretrievable loss of prime recreation cpen space. lands resulting,
from rapid urban development, Sacramento. County should contimue o
emphasize the acquisition of park lami and consider recreation faCI_lltY
developnmt only as future funding beccmes available and demand requires.

L



EXHIBITS -



i, Bt B’ e ity Tt

Facilr!_:z .
Cliffhouse: F:.shmg Access

1.
2.

3.

> i X

Elldmorn Fishing. Access & .

Boatmg Fac;l:.ty
E;lk -Grove: Park”

Georgianna Slough
Gibsdﬁ ‘Ranch

Hogback Islarxi F:Lshingr“
Acx:ess

Indian Stone Corzral

Prairie City OHV. Park:

. Sherman Island F:.slung_ :

" -ACCess.

13,

: SOutheastz-Fglqrianark,-' :

 Stone Lake |

Cosumes River: Parkway -

 AMERICEN. RIVER PARRKAY = -

© 14,
15.

17..
18,

19. .

20,

Capt. Tiscornia Park'

Discovery Park.

Howe -Avéﬁﬂe’- ACCESS
Watt Avenue Access -

Waterton Access.

Seem el e N R AL R Y e

'Ac:'res_Urder .'

~ County Ownership -

89.21

324.16 .

Ll e

e At b et w9 Y ke

Acres Maintained by County
& .Under Separate' O;mership-

2.0 (vildlife Conservatlcn
-~ Board) :

7.7, {Ease:nent ~ State of CA)

* 36.96 (Elk Grove Rec. & Park

District)

2.2' (US Bureau:of Reclamatic

© 3.0. (Wildlifeé Conservation

69.41° (Undeveloped) -
836.0.

. .262 (Land)

320.0’ (Undeveloped) -
1487.576. (Undeveloped)

136k (Undeveloped)-

T 3264.696 .

SUB TOTAL.

12:25
277,71

160. (Watex) .

5.0 (State Department of
Fish ard Game).

589.554 - (Lard) .
500.0 (Water Surface}

(State Dept. of Fish & Game

6.35. (City of Sacramenm}

41.40: (US Bureau of ‘Reclama:
tion}-

45.45
79.69
3725
61.09"

.303

1619.16. TOTAL

EXHIBIT 1



AMFRICAN RIVER. PARKBY -

2l.

22,

23,

4.

25;
26.
27.

28..

29,

30.

31..

32,

SARA Park

Arden Bar'

C.M. Coethe Park
Sazjah .Court. Access: -
Ancil Hoffman:Park:
Rdésncorfﬁaré.
Sailor Bar:

OTHERACREAGE IN THE PARKWAY-

(including deeded property)

Acres Under

- County Ownership

8.73

 104.735 ~

285,264 -
443,83
2.40
392.518.
620.97 -
261.89° .

©189.59 .
- 186:509

398.488; -

434,138

7,106,486 AC.. TOTAL COUNTY OWNFD PROPERTY . .

1,619.16 AC, mcmmmrmm "FROPFRTY . .

UNDER SEPARATE. PUELIC GWNERSHIP: -

8,725.66 AC.  CRAND-TOTAL -
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S~ ) BACRAMENTO  COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

i COMMUNITY AREAS - .
SAEZT | NORTH NATOMAS: 12 RANCHO CORDOVA

a 2 RIO LINDA- ELVERTA 13 DOWNTOWVN . -
A NORTH CENTRAL OREA . 14 LAND PARK- POCKET-MELADOWM
4 CITRUS HEIGHTS ISEAST CITY -
- 5 CRANGEVALE . 16.SOUTH SACRAMENTO -
6 FOLSCM - AREA IZVINEYARD -
7. SOUTH NATOMAS - 18 FRANKLIN =L AGUNA
¢ BNORTH SACRAMENTO I9.ELK GROVE ' e
D ARDEN-ARCADE | 20DELTA-
Q. CARMICHAEL. - 21 GALT
: 1LFAIR QAKS 22 COSUMNES
. ) : 23.S0UTHEAST
FRCPORED BY: THE SACRAMENTD COUNTY ng.o’apmw-u-z'-f-‘?n » . 24 RANCHO MURIETA
EXHIBIT 2



COONTY PR FPACILITIES

PARKS AND RECREATION DEPARTMENT

sbpb PR EERO

@@ G-@_@_G'Q_O_O_ 0 9.‘00

SACRAMENTO COUNTY - CALIFORNIA -

 GIBSON - RANCH - PARK _
. PRAIRIE CITY OFF HIGHW&Y VEHICLE PARK
| LK GROVE PARK - '

CINDIAN STONE" CORRAL.
"NORTH..STONE' LAKE" -

- SOUTH: EAST FLORIN PARK
_ELKHORN: BOATING FACILITY.

CLIFF HOUSE FISHING ACCESS
- SHERMAN ISLAND. FISKING- ACCESS"

A‘\AERICAN RIVER PAQKWAY

DISCOVERY ~ PARK -
. PARADISE " BEACH

. CAMPUS COMMONS. RECREATION AREA"
HOWE AVE. ACCESS"

"WATT AVE. ACCESS-
'WATERTON ACCESS..

S.A.R A .PARK™

GRIST MILL DAM. RECREATION AZEA” -
ARDEN BAR. ascne’monfhm‘ ~
C.M.GOETHE PARK"
'SARAM COURT ACCESS " - |.
ANCIL- HOFFMAN' PARK . \1
“ROSSMOOR BAR' RECREATION AREA -
©: SACRAMENTY BAR RE(REATION ABtA- -
@ LOWIR SUNRISE-RECREATION AREA

@' UPPER SUNRISE PICRIATIONAREA . K5

@ SAIOR.BAQ-RECREATION AREA -
@’ CAPTAIN TISCORNIA: PK

HOGEACK - ISLAND FISHING ACCESS
GEORGIAMNA- SLOUGH FISHIMG -ACCESS ..

qf Tre ]} cou

| RANCHO SECO 'PARK(RECREATION AREA) |\ pctpidpmni s
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Sacramento. County lies in central California at the southern end of the
Sacramento Valley. The county extends, with minor exceptions, from the
Sacramento River on the west to the lower foothills of the Sierra Nevada
on ithe east. The extreme southwestern portion of the county includes
Sutter, Grand, Andrus, Tyler, Brannan, and Sherman Islands,, wnich ake
withln the vegion commonly referred to as the Sacramento-San Joaguin
Delta. The lanad area is 985 square miles or 634,400 acres with 673
{422,156 acres) in farms, according to the 1982 census. The highest
elevation in the‘county,'southeasc of Folsom ‘is about 825 fset, and the
lowest, in portions of khe Delra avea, is 10 to 12 feet below sea level.
The Amevican and Cosumnes Rivers, which flow through the county, empty
inty the Sacramento River or Delta channels within the county.

SACRAMENTO COUNTY- IN PERSPECTIVE RE C E;

Sacramento climate is mild with normally warm, dry summers and wet De-
cember, January, and Februvary. . Prevailing winds ave southerly with
occasional stvong northerly winds., The lowest minimum temperature ve-

corded was 17 F. on DPecember 11, 1932. Maximum temperature recorded
was 117 on July 17, 1925. Normal winter temperature is above freezing
and summer maximum temperature is in Lthe mid 90 's. Mean rainfall is

about 17.00 inches with a high of 36.35 inches in 1953, and lows of 4.71
inches in 1851, and 7.25 inches in 1975.

Water for irrigation, domestic use and industry is provided from both
ground and surface sources. Reclamation Districts adjacent to the Sa-
cramento River and comprising the islands of the Delta provide flood
protection-as well as irvigation and drainage serviceés. Ground water
pumping levels have declined about one foot pet year with serious conres
of depletion in the Elk Grove and Fair Qaks areas.



THE SOILS

The soils of Sacramento County may be arvancged into five groups called
natural land divisions.

Alluvial Fan & Flood Plan’

3

19% of the land area

Basin Soils - 8% of the land area
Lower Terrace Soils - 38% of the land area
Highey Terrace Soils - 11% of the land area
Upland cr Primary Soils - 153% of the land area

Alluvial fan and flood soils occur along the Emerican and Cosumnes Rivers,.
Dry Creek and immedietely adjacent to the Sacramento River.

Basin solls occuvr in the flat depressions which parallel the Sacramento
River, at the junction of the Cosumnes and Mokelumne Rivers, and in the
Delta area. Historically, these two soil groups have produced tie majo-
rity of the irrigated crops in the county.

The lower terrace soils, except for the Perkins series, contain hardpan
lavers from a few inches to several feet below the surface. Becauses of
this restrictive layer, these soils are utilized for shallow rooted
annual and perennial crops such as winter cereals, irrigated pasture,
corn, Ladino clover for seed, and drvland range. These soils cccuony a
broad belt extending from north to south through the center o0f the county.

Higher tevvace soils ave located south of the american River in a belt
between the lower terrace soils and the upland soils. This area is used
for dryland range andé pasture.

Uplané or primary so0ils lie along the eastern edge of the county and south
of the American River. Much of the area north of the Amevrican River had
been cultivated-at one time, but suburban housing developmenits have eli-
minated most of the farming in this area. The upland scils south of the
American River are generally too steep to be lrrigated and are utilized
primarily fov winter grazing.



SOME AGRICULTURAL .STATISTICS - U.S. CENSUS

Use of the County's Land in 1382

Approximate Land Area: 623,936 Acres

Non-rarm

Croplend - 33% Land - 32%

Land in houselots, ponds,
cads, wasteland - 3%
ocdland, including Woodland.
asture - 3%

Pasture &
Rangeland - 29%

1974 1978 1982 -

&ll Farms - Number 1,412 1,483 . 1,845

Land in-Farms - Acvres _ 448,080 433,653 422,156

Total Cropland - Acfes 218,868 233,921 203,673
Farms with Sales of

$5,000 or less 591 711 1,058



MUMBER OF FARMS BY SIZE - U.S. CENSUS

1974 1978 1982
ALL ALL ALL
FARMS FARMS FARMS
1l - 9 Acres 232 326 58l
10 - 49 508 523 661
50 - 179 317 286 262
180 — 499 174 183 164
S00 - 999 74 85 as
1000 - 199% 61 53 47
2000 Acres ov #ore 45 47 45
GROSS VALUE OF AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTION 1945 - 1983
Sacramento County Department of agriculture
MILLIONS OF DOLLARS
: Million _ 50 75 100 125 150 175 200 22
245 - 37.1 ——
255 - 58.9 — i
965 - 66.3 i
966 - 75.9 —
367 - 69.3 S|
958 - 83.3
369 - T7.3 )
.970 - 80.9 i
271 - B1.0
S3F2 - 92.5 3
973 - 121.4 ]
974 - 155.4 !
975 - 133.0 ¢
976 - 131.6 —
977 - 127.6 :
278 - 141.3 1
973 - 1g2.8
980 - 221.6
381 - 208.8 —j
82 - 181.9 — ]
983 - 167.7 —



TRENDS TN THE FRUIT AND NUT INDUSTRY

Fruit and nut crops account for approximately 10% of Sacramento County's agricultural income. Although a number
of horticultural crops are vaised in the county, Bavtlett pears, for both fresh mavket and processing, account
for over 80% of the income and acreage of these crops. ‘Because of favorable climatic, soil and watev conditions,
the Sacramento River district is one of the leading pear producing areas in the United States.

The most dramatic shift in the fruit and nut cropping patterns has been the introduction of varietal grape pro-
duction primavily in the cooler southeast portion of the county. Climatic and soil conditions in this area ave
similar to that of the Napa valley and because of these conditions, guality wine grapes ave produced.

SACRAMENTO COUNTY BEARING ACREAGE - PRODUCTION & VALUE

(Sacramento County Department of Agriculture)

1974 1978 1982

PRODUCTON $ PRODUCT LON $ PRODUCTION $
CROP ACREAGRE TONS VALUE ACREAGE TONS VALUL ACREAGE TONS VALUE
PEARS 6,000 94;200 15,848,000 6,900 121,000 15,513,000 6,660 102,000 12,495,000
GRAPES 257 2,380 345,400 3,300 20,180 4,258,000 3,410 10,200 1,836,000
WINE
WALNUTS 324 162 64,800 430 3ol - 310,000 410 492 541,000

MISC, 167 - 81,000 280 - 210,000 270 - 275,000

TOTAL - - $16,338,800 - - - $20, 291,000 - - $15,147,000




TRENDS IM THE LIVESTOCK TNDUSTRY

Livestock and poultry products continue to produce about 1/3 of Sacvamento County's agricultural income. Live-
stock effectively utilizes both dry and irvigated forage, primarily in that avea south of the American River and
east of Franklin Boulevarnd,

The dairy industry of the county is located mostly in the Elk Grove-Franklin-Galt triangle. Until recently it
was based almost entirely upon pasture grazing but more dairymen are converting to drylet or modified drylot
opsraticon 1n order to maximize the utilizarion of feed production rescurces.

Virtually all Sacrvamento dairvies are capable of producing class I milk for fresh consumption and normally market
between 85% and 90% of their production as such. The surplus is manufactured into dairy products such as
cottage cheese, butter, powder and ice cream. The high percentage of fresh market milk produced allows local
dairymen to compete with other producing areas. ’ '

Beef cattle and sheep ave an important segment of the livestock industry. One large and several smatl feedlots
purchase feeders and fatten them for slaughtering. The majority of the cow and calf operations are located east
of Highway 99 and use a combination of winter pasture in the valley, summer ranges in the Sierra, and irrvigated
pasture. Stockey operations primarily utilize ivrigated pasture starting in March or April and awve sold to feed-
lots in the fall.

The poultvy industyy continues to decline with only a handful of producers remaining.

LIVESTOCK AND POULTRY PRODUCTS - PRODUCTION & VALUE

{Sacramento County Departwment of Agriculture)

1974 $ 1978 s ‘ 1982 $
PRODUCTTON | vALUE PRODUCTION VALUE PRODUCTION VALUE
MILK 2,008,000 cwt 15,662,000 2,175,000 cwt 21,489,000 2,761,000 cwt 36,445,000
MARKET
MILK 271,000 cwt 1,683,000 - 181,000 cwt 1,574,000 174,000 cwt 2,158,000
MANUFACTURING :
WOoOL 161,000 1bs 106,000 122,000 1bs 87,800 110,000 lbs 77,000

EGGS ' 6,317,000 doz 2,931,000 1,035,000 do= 1,159,000 2,392,000 doz 1,244,000

TOTAL - $20,382,000 - $24,310,000 - 539,924,000




LIVESTOCK & POULTRY PRODUCTION AND VALUE

{(Sacramento County Department of Agriculture)

1974 : : 1978 1982
TOTAL LIVE $ © TOTAL LIVE S TOTAL LIVE $

NO. HEAD WEIGHT UNIT VALUE | NO. HEAD WEIGHT UNIT VALUE NO. HEAD WETGHT UNIT VALUE

' ACHT) (CHT) (CWT )
CATTLE & _ ‘
CALVES™* I 122,500 563,000 20,039,000 54,900 320,000 15,520,000 61,800 426,000 22,578,000
SHEEP & o :
LAMBS 13,200 13,200 501,000 12,300 14,000 654,000 11,000 11,000 616,000
HOGS & _
PIGS 1,000 2,000 80,000 3,600 6,000 364,000 900 1, 800 104,000
BROILERS &
FRYERS 850,000 3,400,000 782,000 | 794,000 3,773,000 1,056,000 | 750,000 2,625,000 866, 600
OTHER
CHICKENS 85,000 318,000 22,000 | 104,000 421,000 38,000 32,000 128,000 9,000
OTHER LIVE~
SPOCK PRODUCTION - - 2,250,000 - - 1,458,000 | - - 3,598, 000
TOTAL - - 22,734,000 - - 19,107,000 - - 27,771,000

*Includes feedlot, beef and dairy cattle.



TRENDS IN VEGETABLE CROP PRODUCTION

Tomatocs for processing is the major vegetable crop produced in Sacrvamento County, normally 85% of the county's
vegetable acveage and income is derived from this crop. : '

Wich the mechanization of tomato production, acreage has been relatively stable and has fluctuated only slightly
because of contract prices. Well established yrowers in District. 1000, the Cosumnes River and the Delta are the
ongoing base for this crop. Sacramento County conkinués to be in the center of California's main processing
tomato area with’ app1ox1mdLely 55% of CallfDana'E product Lo pzodu;cd and processed wﬁthln 75 miles of Sacramﬁniu

A f@h very 5md11 famJLv operated truck. farms continue to operate Wlthlh, or adjacenh to, the City of Sacramentu.
ﬂhcge farms produce crops such as onions, squash, fresh market tomatoes and sweet covn. for farm vegetable stands,
he . Sdcramenro Wholesale Produce Marknt ar Certzflca Farmeis' Markets. :

Greenhouse veqotab1e ptOdUCl10n, prnmar11y tomatoes and cucumbers, has beean. attempted in recent years but appa—
cently with little economic success since no commercial DpPYaLIOHJ were in production in 1982.

VEGETABLE CROPS PRODUCTIQN AND VALUE

(Sacramento County Department of Agriculture)

1974 - - 1978 1982

TONS 5 ) TONS % TONS o5
CROP ACREAGE PRODUCTION VALUE ACREAGE PRODUCTLON VALUE ACREAGE PR’UDVI_IC'F [ON VALDE
ASPARAGUS 752 1,128 632,000 - 440 528 338,000 1,430 3,000 2,820,000
CABBAGE 10 1,980 178,000 20 © 340 47,600 33 . 528 90,000
LETTUCE 1105 682 170,000 - 450 203,000 o3 186 82,000
SOUASH - 35 525 87,000 20 300 63,000 55 688 162,000
TOMATOES ‘
(Fresh) 110 2,750 . 550,000 10 250 75,000 28 644 264,000
TOMATOES o _ . A ) ] ey

LR 7,600 161,000 9,257,000 | 7,790 194,750 10,614,000} 7,800 187,000 10,472,000

(Processing) | ) ‘ :
MISC-. 280 - - 442, 000 80 - 132,000 790 - © 474,000
TOTA 5,030 - 11,399,000 8,410 - 11,472,600 10,167 ' = 14,367,000




TRENDS IN FIELD CROP PRODUCTION

Since World War II there had been a continual diversion of the acreage of wintex
cereals to spring and summer field crops. However, since 1972, because of higher
prices and improved vield potential, wheat acreage has increased substantially.
Much of the wheat acreage is now being raised on land than can be both drained
durving wet periods and irrigated if necessary.

Priorv to 1972, these shifts from small grains came about because of (l}) the need
for higher income producing crveps, (2} the development of new irrigated land, and
(3) the loss of upland dry farmed areas to eitner urbanization or small suburban
part-time farm or rural homesites.

Corn has become one of the major field crops in the county with over 59,000 acres
planted for either grain or silage in 1982. Adapted varieties as well as improved
fertilization, irrigation, weed contrel and pest control practices have combined
to make corn a popular crop. It's_adaptability to many different soll types has
resulted in corn becoming-an important rotational crop throughout the county.

The alfalfa hay acreage has decreased substantially during the past 10 years.
The Egyptian Alfalfa Weevil has become a major econcmic pest, usually reguiring
at least one pesticide application for control and often causing veduced first
cutting vield and qualityv.

The 23,600 acres of rice produced in 1982, reflected favorable prices and world
demand. 1983 and 1984 acreages were substantielly lower because of a decline in
prices and government programs.

The irrigated pasture acreage of 35,000 in 1982, makes it one of the larger
acreage "crops" in Sacramento County. The bulk of this acreage is located on

the lower terrace s0ils which, with their restricted drainage, are well adapted ’
to this use. These pastures also provide kthe base for rhe dairvy, heef cattle,

and sheep industry. Unless pbeef cattle prices strengthen substanitially, the long-
range outlook for irrigated pastures is a gradual shift to annual or perennial
crops with a highet profit potential.

The long-term outlock for field crop production in the county is that total
acreage will remain fairly constant as the resuli of strong local agricultural
zoning,- the California Land Conservation Act., and proposed statewide peolicies
for the protection of agricultural land.



TOTAL

N FIELD CROPS PRODUCTION AND VALUE
(Sacramento County Department of Agriculture)
1974 1978 1982
_ PRODUCTION $ L)Rdr._}UCTION 5 PRODUCTION $

CROP ACRES TONS. VALUE ACRES TONS VALUE ACRES TONS VALUE
BARLEY 9,070 19,954 2,494,000 4,880 9,270 974,000 900 1,530 161,00
SUGAR BEETS 3,500 71,365 3,240,000 3,100 €8,000 1,745,000 3,200 80,000  2,560,00
FIELD CORN 56,000 196,000 25,480,000 | 49,900 204,590 l9,436,00é 59,000 230,000 23, 460,00
CORM S1LAGE 6,350 139,700 2,095,000 5,300 111,300 1,447,000 7,746 194,000  4,074,00
GRAIN SORGHUM 6,600 21,780 a,sia,ood 3,100 9,300 865,000 3,200 5,760 501,00
HAY, ALFALFA 10, 800 75,600 5,292,000 6,500 45,500 3,185,000 6,800 34,000 3;162,00
HAY, GRAIN 8,300 16,600 szo;ooo 12,700 25,500 289,000 10,700 26,800  1,072,00
HOPS * 1,000 1,686,000 1,416,000 1,450 2;059,000 1,977,000 580 1,102,000 1,928,00
OATS 1,500 1,875 253,000 2,300 920 90,000 890 g0l 96,00
[:‘.’.\Sfl"[,JRE . e J . ~ . . . . . .
ARLCATED 64,000 - 4,800,000 | 18,000 - 3,840,000 35,000 - 3,500,00
RANGE 147,000 ) - 1,029,000 | 130,000 - 520, 000 104,000 - 832,00
RICE 11,500 31,625 7,590,000 13,000 34,000 5,100,000 23,500 82,600 11,564,00
SAFFLOWER 21,500 27,950 10,341,000 11,300 12,430 2,921,000 3,500 5,250 1,41?,00
WHEAT 24, 300 53,460 7,217,000 18, 400 40,480 4,088,000 31,000 74,400  9,226,00
MISC. . | 1,400 - 700,00

400, 930 - 23,487,600 | 390,510 - 35}403,@00 334,000 - 48{844,00

*Hops production per lbs.



MISCELLANEOUS AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTS

1974

1978 1982
$ $ $
ACRES VALUE ATRES . VALUE ATRES VALUE

Seed Crops 9,621 4,391,000 ‘ i4,500 13,000,000 9,924 3,370,000
fal) W T o
Apiary Products - 159,600 - 120,000 - 285,000
(Honey & Beeswax)
Nursery Producks 343 0,021,000 540 4,782,000 680- 14,732,000




