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MARIN AGRICULTURAL LAND TRUST 

The Marin Agricultural was created in 1980 and incorporated officially in 

1981 by an of ranchers and environmentalists in response to the agricultural 

crisis caused the 1976-1 drought.15 Each group had a different reason for 

wanting to in Marin: for the ranchers, it was to preserve their way of 

life; the environmentalists recognized the difficulty of maintaining open space and re-

alized that in long run it would be easier to maintain favorable zoning if there were 

an agricultural to the open space and natural resource designations. 

MALT employs full-time staff · an executive director, a development di-

and a MALT's fourteen-member board contains eight farmers, two 

attorneys, two environmentalists, an investment executive, and a county supervisor. 

name composition of the board, and the purposes of the 

ization (as described further below) clearly classify MALT as an agricultural, as 

to a general-purpose, land trust. 
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MALT's techniques of agricultural land conservation include 

conservation easements to remove the potential The 

Board of Directors made a conscious policy decision not to to 

cultural properties if it could be avoided, to keep transactions as simple as possible. 

MALT currently holds easements over 11 ,530 acres of farmland-6,605 acres acquired 

before Conservancy funding, 2,820 acres with Conservancy funding, and 2,106 acres 

subsequent to Conservancy funding. 

The Coastal Conservancy first authorized funds MALT in 1982. The funds were to be 

used for MALT's proposed Tomales Bay agriculture project, which would have consoli­

dated three ranches, recorded agricultural easements to keep the majority of the prop­

erty in agricultural use, and allowed for limited visitor-serving commercial devel­

opment at one location near Highway 1. After several years of negotiation, MALT was 

unable to convince all three landowners to agree on the details of the project. 

In response to SB 2270, the Conservancy made available $1 million of demonstration 

funds to MALT for the Marin County Agriculture Program in August 1984. The Con­

servancy's funding was matched with a $1 million grant from the local Buck Trust (now 

administered by the Marin Community Foundation). 

MALT brought its first project under the demonstration program, the Cerini easement, 

to the Conservancy for approval in June of i 986. The project as approved involved the 

purchase of an agricultural conservation easement over 360 acres on a hilltop near the 

town of Tomales, at a purchase price of $144,328 or $401 /acre. This sale to MALT was 

a bargain sale at $45,000 less than the appraised value of the easement. The full fair 

market value of the property was $533,000; this means the land was permanently 
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Prior to the Conservancy's approval of 
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in 1986, MALT had either 

acquired or received donations of easements over acres agricultural land. After 

the Conservancy-funded projects began in 1986, MALT acquired additional agricultural 

conservation easements using other funding sources over another 106 acres-a 

1 ,161-acre ranch (including five separate parcels) in Hicks Valley in 1986, the 477-

acre LaFranchi Ranch in Nicasio Valley in 1 and 468-acre Tamagno Ranch in 

1987. The LaFranchi transaction was especially complex, involving MALT's purchase of 

the entire property from one owner, a tax-deferred exchange, and resale of property 

to a new owner subject to a conservation easement 

that MALT has been successful in continuing and expanding 

of the original demonstration grant. 

FUNDING. PROJECT COSTS AND TIMELINES 

additional projects indicate 

program beyond the scope 

Initially, MALT received a $300,000 seed grant in 1982 from the private Buck Trust to 

get established. Also in June 1982, MALT received from Coastal Con-

servancy to fund the Tomales Bay agriculture this amount was later reduced to 

$295,000 and was eventually used to fund the Barboni transaction described above. In 

1984, MALT received $1 million from the Conservancy, and $1 million in matching 

funds from the Buck Trust to establish the Marin County demonstration program. In 
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approval of the Plan and the first specific project, and complete the transaction. Part of 

was spent in locating a landowner who wanted to continue agricultural opera­

tions and was willing to sell an easement; MALT was in negotiation with the owners of the 

Barboni property off and on for six years before the purchase of the easement was con­

summated. Part of the delay is attributable to Conservancy procedures and require­

ments. These requirements, designed to ensure that private organizations that are ex­

pending public funds be accountable and subject to review by various public agencies, do 

decrease the flexibility of a nonprofit land trust in executing transactions quickly. 

Bob Berner, MALT's Executive Director, noted that the purchase of a conservation 

easement takes on the average several months (including the appraisal, title report, 

easement drafting, and financial arrangements). The difference between the time it 

takes to negotiate a conservation easement and the time it takes to acquire fee title to a 

property is insignificant; both are real estate transactions that require negotiation, 

appraisals, legal review, etc. Both types of transactions have associated management 

responsibilities after the real estate transaction. Easements require periodic monitoring 

and have the potential to involve time-consuming and costly enforcement activities. On 

the other hand, purchasing fee title to agricultural land requires managing the land, 

leasing it for agricultural use, and dealing with the property taxes and liability associ­

ated with holding the property. If the land is to be resold to other parties with a retained 

agricultural conservation easement, it is a separate legal transaction and escrow. If a 

private farmer has not previously committed to buying the land, the institution holding 

the property may be saddled with land management responsibilities for years. 

Currently, the cost to MALT of monitoring and managing easements is not significant. It 

takes one day per year to monitor an easement, and with eleven easements this is a minor 

commitment of time and money. However, because the $15 million from Proposition 70 

will enable MALT to develop many new projects, MALT foresees a considerable increase 
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in its management responsibilities as its total easement inventory grows. Also, to date, 

MALT has not had to legally defend or enforce any of its easements, but as its easement 

inventory increases, the chances of disputes will also increase and add further to man-

agement responsibilities. The land trust is building an endowment to help offset the 

ongoing cost of easement monitoring. 

PROGRAM OBJECTIVES 

MALT's organizational goals are stated in the "Program Implementation Plan" submitted 

to the" Coastal Conservancy in February 1985 as part of the Conservancy's grant re­

quirements. For the Marin County demonstration grant they are as follows: 

( 1 ) provide a permanent mechanism for the protection of agricultural land; 

( 2) develop and demonstrate specific techniques for the protection of agricultural 

land which can provide a basis for future programs and funding of county agri­

cultural land preservation; 

( 3 ) optimize the quality and quantity of land preserved per dollar cost; 

( 4 ) develop a countywide constituency for agricultural land preservation and support 

for MALT's programs and operations; and 

( 5) offer technical assistance to the ranching community. 

MALT has met all of its program goals: 

( 1 ) By acquiring only the conservation easements over agricultural land, MALT is 

keeping the land in private ownership, thereby maintaining its productivity and 

providing a permanent mechanism for the protection of agricultural land. Since 

1983, MALT has obtained easements over 11 ,500 acres of land; of this total, 

2,820 acres were acquired using the Conservancy funding and 2,106 acres were 

protected subsequent to the Conservancy's funding authorization. 
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( 2 ) As a result of MALT's ability to establish a successful track record, the County of 

along and members of community have procured $15 mil-

lion Proposition 70 funds for the further protection of agricultural lands in 

Marin County. MALT continues to receive financial support from its members 

and significant funding from the Marin Community Foundation. 

( 3) By targeting strategic and productive agricultural lands and by using a cost ef­

ficient method for protection (conservation easements). MALT has optimized the 

quality and quantity of the land preserved. 

( 4 ) In the beginning, MALT did not have the complete support of the farmers in 

Marin, but by enlisting the support of local leaders in the farming community 

and by demonstrating to the community how farmland protection can work, MALT 

has developed a countywide constituency over its nine years of existence. As 

evidenced by the land trust's large membership, MALT has gained support for its 

programs and operations. 

( 5) MALT offers technical assistance to the farming community in the form of 

quarterly newsletters and other pamphlets to inform the community of its ac­

tivities. 

EFFECTS ON AREAWIDE AGRICULTURE AND LOCAL SUPPORT 

Marin is a slow growing, predominantly urban county. Agricultural land is threatened 

mainly with "ranchette" development. Though this type of development may preserve 

some of the rural character of the county, it nonetheless removes valuable agricultural 

land from production by breaking land into small units unsuitable for farming. Live-

stock and livestock products (predominantly dairy products) comprise more than 80 

percent of total agricultural revenues for the county. Traditionally, dairy operators 

have been well-organized and committed to the long-term preservation of agriculture in 

the county. Fortunately for agriculture, the Board of Supervisors in Marin has been 

consistent for the past 15 years in their land use decisions relating to agricultural land. 
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The County has successfully defended its 60-acre minimum lot sizes in agricultural 

areas against lawsuits, and the county has not cancelled Williamson Act contracts. 

Bob Berner is cautious in judging the effect of the land trust's actions on areawide 

agriculture. He surmises that the county may hesitate if asked to approve residential 

development on a ranch neighboring another ranch with easements on it. MALT's suc­

cessful track record, marketing abilities, and efforts to educate the community about 

long-term agricultural protection have certainly influenced the decisions of landowners 

to sell conservation easements to MALT. The local perception of MALT is very positive. 

The ranchers feel like they control MALT since half of the Board is comprised of 

ranchers and the environmentalists see it as a positive way to preserve open space and 

sensitive natural resources. 

SUMMARY 

The factors contributing to the success of the Marin Agricultural Land Trust are: 

* Financial support. The Buck Trust's $1,300,000 and the State Coastal Conser­

vancy's $1,312,500 of financial support were key factors in building MALT's program 

and reputation in the community. This financial backing allowed MALT to compensate 

landowners for keeping their land in agriculture and to establish a track record with the 

completion of successful projects. MALT's own fundraising ability has enabled the 

nonprofit to cover its operational costs. Its cooperative program with the County Open 

Space District and the recent grant from the Marin Community Foundation have added to 

MALT's fiscal security and ability to carry out future projects. MALT's initiative and 

successful track record along with the County's support resulted in $15 million of 

Proposition 70 funds being earmarked for agricultural projects in Marin County. 
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MALT's executive director stressed that developing financial capability has been very 

to MALT's success. 

* Broad-based support. Recognizing the likelihood of preserving open space if land 

remains protected for agriculture, environmentalists have supported MALT from the 

beginning. This support was not widespread among ranchers at first. However, the land 

trust was able to secure support from leaders in the farming community by emphasizing 

the voluntary nature of its program and by having respected members of the agricul­

tural community on the MALT board. By allowing these individuals to help make policy 

decisions for the organization, MALT has slowly gained endorsement from other 

ranchers. 

* Supportive land use policies and zoning. In Marin County, there is currently 

a political commitment to continued agricultural land use. Supportive local government 

policies have been a major factor contributing to the success of the land trust. But be­

cause this political will may change, MALT exists to broaden and strengthen support for 

the long-term protection of the county's agricultural resources. 

* Unique county agricultural factors. It is to the land trust's advantage that 

Marin County's agriculture is concentrated in the dairy industry. This homogeneity 

makes it easy for the county government as well as for the land trust to understand and 

meet the needs and interests of the farming community they serve. In addition, MALT's 

director noted that Marin County is unique among California's agricultural counties in 

that most of the county's farmers support the long-term protection of agriculture. 

Elsewhere in the state, farmers often want to keep options open for development of their 

land in the future, but Marin's agricultural leadership has recognized the desirability of 

protecting agriculture as a way of life in the long term. 
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* Competent nonprofit administration. MALT has proven itself to be a well­

directed and competently run nonprofit by having successfully met all of its five goals as 

described above and by its demonstrated ability to generate additional funding and addi­

tional projects prior to and subsequent to Conservancy funding. Its ability to attract and 

retain a professional staff conveys the impression that MALT is an established institu­

tion that can be expected to remain active and committed to its purposes in the future. 

* Exclusive agricultural emphasis. MALT's goals, the composition of its board, 

and its name all indicate that it is an agricultural land trust focusing on the single 

purpose of agricultural land conservation. MALT has avoided being distracted by other 

conservation issues that might be divisive for its primary constituency. Because MALT 

deals only with agricultural issues, its supporters have a very clear idea of where the 

organization will stand, and the nonprofit can be very effective and successful in what it 

does. 

SONOMA LAND TRUST 

The Sonoma Land Trust was created in 1975 as an environmental organization dedicated 

to preserving open space in the Sonoma Valley. The land trust's purview has now ex­

panded to include all of Sonoma County. SL T's overall purpose includes conservation of 

land in agricultural uses. The Sonoma Land Trust employs two people: one land acqui­

sition consultant and an administrator working 80 percent of the time. The land trust 

currently has nineteen trustees, six of whom have agricultural backgrounds, including a 

hay farmer, a dairy rancher, an organic produce grower, and a veterinarian. Because 

the Sonoma group is involved in a number of conservation projects in addition to its 

agricultural projects, it is most appropriately classified as a general-purpose land 

trust in contrast to an agricultural land trust. 
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METHODS AND ACREAGE PRESERVED18 

Consistent with its general purposes, the Sonoma Land Trust currently holds interest in 

3,272 acres of land in the county, which includes both agricultural and non-agricul­

tural lands. A total of 1,556 acres are held in fee, and 1,716 acres are protected with 

conservation easements. In addition, the land trust has been involved in brokering con­

servation transactions involving 295 acres which have subsequently been transferred to 

public agencies for management. Within its larger inventory, SL T has interests in 

2,009 acres of agricultural lands. Prior to the Conservancy's grant SL T had completed 

three agriculture projects: the Morgan Hill conservation easement (22 acres), the Oak 

Hill Farm conservation easement (700 acres}, and the Watson Ranch conservation ease­

ment (525 acres). The Coastal Conservancy funded a 528-acre transaction as described 

further below. Subsequently SL T received two more donations involving agri-cultural 

lands, 175 acres in fee, and a 49-acre easement. 

In August 1984, the State Coastal Conservancy authorized $1 million for a demonstra­

tion agriculture program in Sonoma County. The County selected the Sonoma Land Trust 

as an appropriate local organization to administer the funds. The land trust used $5,000 

to prepare a program plan that identified which geographical areas of the county should 

be given highest priority for use of the funds. Although pressures to convert agricul­

tural land to urban uses are strongest in the Petaluma/Rohnert Park/Santa Rosa cor­

ridor, this area is outside the jurisdiction of the Coastal Conservancy and was thus 

ineligible to receive funding. Instead, SL T identified two other high priority areas: the 

diked hay fields in the Lakeville area near the shore of San Francisco Bay, and the re­

maining private ranches on the scenic Sonoma coast. 
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In February 1986, the land trust a to the Conservancy to use 

remaining funds for the bargain sale acquisition of a parcel fronting on 

Highway 37 between the Petaluma River and Lakeville Highway. The unrestricted value 

of this property, known as the Lower Ranch or Herzog property, was appraised at 

$1,475,000 or $2,793/acre. However, Sonoma Land Trust was able to convince the 

owner to sell the property for $995,000, or $1 ,884/acre, and to take the difference in 

value as a charitable deduction from his income taxes. The land trust proposed to sell 

this parcel to a farmer while retaining a conservation easement over the property to 

ensure that the property is available for agricultural and open space uses in perpetuity. 

The Conservancy approved acquisition of the property, and SL T took title to the property 

in September 1986. For a variety of reasons, however, the marketing of the property 

to private farmers took much longer than anticipated. Because of the use of public funds, 

SL T was required to go through a public bid process to dispose of the property. The land 

trust accepted one bid, only to have the potential buyer back out of escrow. The land 

trust subsequently sold the restricted property for $455,000; escrow closed on this 

transaction in September 1989. The net investment of public funds for the acquisition 

was $540,000 or $1 ,023/acre. Thus, through this acquisition and resale subject to a 

conservation easement, 528 strategic acres were permanently protected at a cost of 36 

percent of the appraised value of the unrestricted property. The proceeds of the sale, 

less SL T's expenses, were returned to the Conservancy and are available for reappro­

priation for other projects. 

After the SL T expended the Conservancy funds on the Lower Ranch property in 1986, the 

land trust was donated the fee to the 175-acre Laufenburg Ranch and received a donation 

of a conservation easement over the 49-acre Airport Boulevard agricultural property. 

The Laufenburg property includes some old orchards and some areas of good quality 
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to 77 acres 

to but 

are 

easements the property. 
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more comparable.) 
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to 
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to be derived from 

to new 
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to on 

sale the property. 
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to account 
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will 

easement back 

responsi-

existing 

va'"'"'"''"'" Ranch property 

in two 

of the improve-

and to account for the revenues 



1 a 

new domestic water 

completion, the total anticipated cost 

$3.6 million. The cost of improvements 

increased resale 

cannot be measured until the improvements are 

Resource conflicts have delayed completion of Cascade Ranch project for at ieast 

three times as long as initially estimated. It now "'OJ""'""'" 

poundments to 

Conservancy continues to make cash 

incur the liabilities of land management. 

the entire 4,088-acre multiple-use 

out in the absence 

will 

in 

The initial acquisition cost for the Muzzi/Silvestri 

$6,265 per acre when the Conservancy closed escrow in 

value of the single 240-acre consolidated parcel was 

would have reduced the cost of the project to $3,812 per acre. 

rights situation is resolved the Waddell Creek R is 

Conservancy, it is not possible to predict 

ject will be, and what additional site im 

taken three years to develop this pu 

project to this point. 

net cost 

, if any, 

was 

the 

to 

and 

or 

The Cowell Ranch conservation easements covering 1,165 acres of agricultural land 

were purchased by the Conservancy at the appraised value of $3,883,147 or $3,333 
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sources. 

on 

Within the case studies of seven 

possessory easements were able to provide permanent 

between 26 and 72 percent of the 

involved in the transaction. one 

subject to retained easements had a 

property was resold to 

the property. 

the net cost was 

is Comparing the net cost 

comparing different because the costs are highly 

restricted value of the property in question. This 

the type of agricultural land involved and on 

areas. 

Comparing the projects that were 

which the Coastal Conservancy 

out by 

directly to in is 

con-

non-

land 

resale 

un­

on 

to urban 

in 

revealing. Twelve29 projects involved an where a nonprofit organization 

took title, at least initially. to agricultural properties. Of these projects, two involved 

donations without any net cost to the nonprofit, and four involved bargain sales at less 

than the appraised fair market value Three30 projects 
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in not 

trusts. 

D LAND USTS 

trusts have formed in California at a 

rate two 

movement began in the 

over last years. It is clear 

especially in central California, and has 

years, land trusts have begun forming in 

tors most 

In six of 

local 

trustees 

success 

inland. In the 

trusts were to determine what 

and hindered establishment.32 In these interviews, the three fac-

as for land trusts in new counties were: 

to convert agricultural land, 

nucleus of a committed board of directors 

for the organization, and 

volunteers to provide leader-

of support public agencies or other sources. 

the respondents cited a threat to agricultural land because 

could not or would not enough to protect the agricultural land 

the organizations. 

perseverance, and creativity of the initial 

revealed that a board of directors or 

, a variety professions (including 

and a willingness to work cooperatively together is important to the 

were 

a land trust's efforts. Besides the significance of the board of directors, 

several respondents discussed the need for active support from the broader local 
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Table 2 

AGRICULTURALLY -RELATED CALIFORNIA LAND TRUSTS 
BY DATE OF INCORPORATION 

ORGANIZATION 

Sonoma Land Trust 

Napa County Land Trust 

Peninsula Open Space Trust 

Land Trust for Santa Cruz 
County 

Big Sur Land Trust 

Marin Agricultural Land Trust 

Land Trust for Santa Barbara 
County 

Ventura County Land 
Conservancy 

Bolinas Land Trust 

San Luis Obispo County Land 
Conservancy 

Monterey County Agricultural & 
Historic Land Conservancy 

Solano County Farmlands and 
Open Space Foundation 

Riverside Land Conservancy 

Davis Rural Land Trust 

Ojai Valley Land Conservancy 

Yolo Land Conservation Trust 

Lassen Land and Trails Trust 

Southern California Agricultural 
Land Foundation 

Humboldt Agricultural Land 
Trust 

Middle Mountain Foundation 

Foothills Farmland Trust 

COUNTY 

Sonoma 

Napa 

San Mateo/Santa Clara 

Santa 

Monterey 

Marin 

Santa Barbara County 

Ventura 

Marin 

San Luis 

lll:'l c;. 

Solano 

Riverside 

Yolo 

Ventura 

Yolo 

Lassen 

San Bernardino 

Humboldt 

Sutter 

Placer 

DATE OF 
INCORPORATION 

1976 

1976 

1977 

1977 

1978 

1981 

1982 

1982 

1983 

1984 

1985 

1986 

1987 

1987 

1987 

1988 

1988 

1988 

1989 

1989 

1989 

Sources: Nonprofit Program files maintained by the State Coastal Conservancy, interviews with staff of AFT and TPL, and Office of 
the Secretary of State, Corporate Status Unit. 
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of the land trusts 

funding from public 

early days of MALT's 

ceived two grants 

getting established. The 

Coastal Conservancy to 

able to 

as 

In these two 

This 

match any 

California. In 

tural 

areawide 

The 

mention a fourth 

on to 

is 

new source 

is 

the formation of land trusts in new 

the early 1980s, the Coastal Conservancy 
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a 

in 

re­

it was 

from 

was 

assessment 

to 

to 

trusts 

to 

of 

not 

important in 

of technical assistance. In 

a series of workshops to help edu-



cate trust 

were 

five California's trust community 

technical assistance to its new In 

TPL have played a major 

Conservancy's jurisdiction in 

There is now a national organization called Land 

.,..,pm"''"' in 

In the iast 

an to 

the California offices AFT and 

the 

Counties. 

provides printed 

information, consultations, and coordination for land trusts. Whether the assistance 

comes from public or private sources, new trusts to access to knowledge 

about so 

concepts of 

trust representatives 

to get 

* 

* 

lack of funds, 

government 

and unrealistic 

The lack of funds for projects was 

easements 

and 

hurdle 

tempted to overcome with three demonstration 

Monterey counties. Some young 

maintaining financial support 

before it a 

trusts 

at­

and 

group five 

More recently, Proposition provided authorizations in 

the four case study counties, as well as in other counties. The initiative, approved by 

California voters in 1988, authorized the sale of $776 million bonds, of which $63 
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was 

$8 

San Mateo County; 

other counties, including Marin Monterey, 

from the Department of Parks and Recreation to 

funds administered in this manner 

projects. 

Several land trust representatives 

cedures perceived as impeding the 

land trusts interviewed 

not 

over status. In both cases 

farmland conservation among their 

lost two transactions 

istering State agency was 

transaction because it 

proposed purchase price; 

coastal zone of Monterey 

were 

The third impediment to land trust success 

in 

In 

70 

in 

at 

projects. Two of the 

the receptivity 

admin­

a 

local farming 

community. The techniques of long-term agricultural protection are new, and many 

landowners do not want to ror1RCI<:>se 

mitment of the land to 

pathy toward government 

role of land trusts in the 

by a 

or 

com­

an anti­

the 

In conclusion, these interviews reinforce the conclusion that a few common background 

factors in each county are associated with the establishment of a land trust to provide 
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are: an 

are selling 

re-

trusts need to 

under­

nnrnAJn,or~ and 

community 

successfully completing 

PROFILES OF CASE STUDY COUNTIES 

background of 

were 

of case 

to assess whether 

(Marin, Sonoma, 

that all sup-

port land trust activities (with varying degrees success) have common character-

to distinguish counties, and whether these factors may correlate 

with the success or lack of success of demonstration programs as analyzed in Part 1. 

Factors were selected that would seem to indicate that agriculture is important eco­

nomically in the county, that agricultural protection is a policy of local government, and 

that conversion of agricultural land to other uses is enough of a threat to warrant local 

action, and to describe the nature of the county's agricultural industry. 

following questions were examined: 

1 . farming predominates? 

2. What is the contribution of agricultural production to the local economy? 

3. 

4. 

What has been 

What is rate of 

population growth in the past ten years? 

land to non-agricultural uses? 

65 



5 

7. 

was the fifth largest 

have more modest agricui­

Sonoma counties exceeds the statewide 

and than average. In 

all four counties the amount Act contract has 

constant in new lands going into contract 

may balance lands being taken out the program. In general, lack of data about the 

agricultural land base and the rate of to uses was a major problem in 

all the counties. All have relatively strong local government policies against the con­

version of agricultural land, although the Sonoma Land Trust has complained of past 

inconsistencies in actually carrying out 

In summary, the analysis of county background factors yielded inconclusive results. No 

patterns emerged that clearly distinguish counties that have agriculturally 

related land trusts from 

term agricultural protection 

be measurably different 

counties. Similarly, 

Mateo, 

county with 

counties with successful long­

Sonoma) do not seem to 

success . Factors 

such as the presence committed 

agricultural community probably do influence 

and donors, or the receptivity of the 

spread and success of land trusts, but 

these factors cannot be easily 
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Table 3 

COMPARISON OF CHARACTERISTICS OF COUNTIES 
WITH ACTIVE TRUSTS 

farm # % % net OPR index 
of earnings as with sales % popnla- pop. of agri-

products of total great than area in tion that change cultural 
County ($million) earnings $100,000 is urban 1980-86 policies* 

California I 13,922 2 ;,665 32 91 14 --
Counties with land trusts available & in agricultural projects 

Marin 1 77 50 5 
Napa 73 6 119 49 80 6 4 
San Mateo 88 1 68 25 98 5 7 
Santa Barbara 288 5 306 48 91 14 8 
Solano 96 2 387 i7 94 16 7 
Sonoma 3 369 57 66 15 8 

Counties with land trusts available 

Contra Costa 
I 

Jtl 
ol 971 57 971 11 7 

I 
Humboldt 41 119 28 56 5 2 
Lassen 41 49 19 30 15 4 

I 

5261 64 Monterey 171 77 17 5 
Placer 351 1 I 49 20 50 22 4 

I 
Riverside 727' 81 566 11 82 30 3 
San Bernardino 4891 31 445 17 90 27 10 
San Luis Obispo 160 [ 91 196 72 76 27 6 

I 

Santa Clara 
I 

132! 01 227 40 98 8 8 
Santa Cruz 

I 
1621 81 161 20 81 16 9 

Sutter 189 1 

~I 3741 91 67 14 2 
Ventura 

! 
538i 387 25 94 16 5 

Yolo 2571 84 82 11 7 178 

Counties without land trusts 

Alameda 54 0 82 :il ___ 98 9 5 
Alpine 0 0 1 0 17 1 
Amador 25 2 11 0 23 7 
Butte 176 4 311 44 70 16 5 
Calavaras 18 3 12 33 0 37 4 
Colusa 133 22 255 60 32 17 6 
Del Norte 14 6 14 3 32 6 7 
ElDorado 9 1 14 131 42 26 8 
Fresno 1682 11 1793 54 78 14 10 
Glenn 148 26 285 62 41 8 6 
Imperial 716 31 405 21 70 16 3 
In yo 5 3 14 5 18 2 2 

(Table continues next page) 
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Table 3 (Continued) 

COMPARISON OF CHARACTERISTICS OF COUNTIES 
WITH AND WITHOUT LAND 

%of 
ofag. %of land popula-

area in tion that change 
County farms is urban 1980-86 

Counties without land trusts (continued) 

Kern 60 82 4 
Kings 91 66 6 
Lake 24 19 24 2 
Los Angeles 194 244 12 99 11 4 
Madera 346 23 475 49 47 23 5 
Mariposa 15 2 21 50 0 24 7 
Mendocino 38 5 81 35 32 12 4 
Merced 792 18 791 94 62 22 4 
Modoc 46 23 123 29 35 9 1 
Mono 5 4 16 4 46 7 1 
Nevada 3 1 8 13 13 38 6 
Orange 188 0 127 32 99 12 4 
Plumas 6 2 7 6 26 13 5 
Sacramento 196 1 278 68 96 17 5 
San Benito 84 19 97 70 46 27 6 
San Diego 444 1 530 23 93 18 8 
San Francisco 2 0 3 0 100 10 0 
San Joaquin 634 6 996 98 82 25 5 
Shasta 27 2 42 17 54 15 5 
Sierra 2 3 9 9 0 12 5 
Siskiyou 51 10 142 18 291 7 5 
Stanislaus 786 10 901 67 81 19 4 
Tehema 82 10 148 62 37 15 2 
Trinity 2 2 2 6 23 14 4 
Tulare 1030 20 1471 43 6~ I 17 6 
Tuolumne 9 2 10 8 25 8 
Yuba 78 4 111 52 71 1 10 4 

Sources: U.S. Dept. of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, County and City Data Book, 1988; U.S. Dept. of Commerce, Bureau 
of the Census, Census of Agriculture, 1987: Volume 1, Geographic Area Series, Part 5: California, State and County Data, 1989; 
and State of California Office of Planning and Research, Room to Grow: Issues in Agricultural Land Conservation and 
Conversion, 1983. 

* This index is based on the 1983 OPR report, Room to Grow. OPR found that there are eleven techniques used by counties to 
support agricultural production, including the ability to monitor agricultural land conversions, recent elements in the general plan 
dealing with conservation and open space, completed spheres of influence for all cities, effective large-lot zoning, and 
participation in the Williamson Act. OPR found that the number of techniques employed gauges the county's support for agri­
culture. This table reports the number of techniques, from 0 to 11, adopted by each county as of 1983. 
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use. 

because the commercial 

long run and to 

tion agricultural 

The final column of Table 3 is 

i 983 report, to 

survey in 

sector must 

are 

to 

permanent 

is 

pro-

is im­

in 

residing in urban 

support for conservation ef­

of the representatives from the 

came from population.) Based 

0 

" 

is not a 

lnyo, 

are in this 

from the 

comprehensive 

source of data currently 



presented in 

that 

that at some for 

continued agricultural production. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Based on this analysis, the following can drawn: 

The historic rate of trusts 

fornia counties has been approximately two new trusts a 

2. Land trusts have recently begun forming in California's major agricultural 

counties in the Central Valley, although more time will have to pass before these 

new groups can establish a track that provide long­

term protection for agricultural land. 

3. Counties that have land trusts involved in agricultural 

clearly and different than that not have 

are not 

trusts. This 

implies that trusts can be in new effective 

in providing long-term agricultural land. impediments to the 

establishment of land funding mistrustful and unresponsive 

landowners-can overcome new state and funding sources with 

community education. It is likely that land trusts will most productive in 

those counties with important agricultural resources and a perceived threat of 

conversion and where the other background factors discussed in Part 1 are 

present. 

7 



6. 

California it can 

own new trusts must in turn take 

make it available in 

Techniques 

ways of 

as assessment 

local to out agriculture 

to 

to 

remain a 

in 

to its 

information and 

projects. 

promise as 

These sources 

could be used to supplement funds currently available from the state through 

Proposition or state 

7. There are advantages to organizing land trusts on a countywide and 

county-by-county basis. Within each county there are common agricultural 

institutions such as farm bureaus, extension agents, and agricultural commis­

sioners and a common set public Land trusts that are organized on a 

smaller scale run the 

large enough basis of 

no responsive and not having a 

support. 
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3 

4 Based on data from 
vation of 
Future of Bay 

5 1 

6 

7 

8 

9 

Public 

1 1 Drawn from The 
2nd 1989. 

12 Public 

13 

'~'"'~"'. ,,_,,.., in Agricultural 
Research, 1 

296. 

et 

Censer­
as Endangered Harvest: The 

et 

see, Room to Grow: 
and 

1 5 For more information on politics surrounding agriculture in Marin County see 
The Search for Permanence: Farmland ConseNation in Marin County, California, 
published by People for Open Space, 1982. 
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18 

g 

20 

21 

2 

23 

24 

25 

26 

2 

28 

29 

Based on an interview with 
1 

Sonoma County Agricultural 
Commissioner. 

Interview with 

1 Bob 

to the Sonoma Land 

Report 1988, Sonoma County Agricultural 

January 1989. 

farmland pro­
nonprofit tax exempt status. 

but reconsidered 
nr\\Ailnl"'l that protection 

Monterey County Agricultural Crop Report 1988, Monterey County Agricultural 
Commissioner, and The Monterey Agricultural Incentive Program: Recommen-
dations for Program Acquisition Project Selection, Program 
Administration, Trust to County, 
1988. 

Interview with Ed DeMars of MCAHLC, November i 988. 

Chapter 1246, Statutes 1 

Cowell project was a example in 
24, 1989, letter from Ray Chiesa, President of San Mateo County Farm 
Bureau, to Peter Grenell, Officer the Coastal Conservancy, which 
provided the Farm Bureau's comments on the Cowell Ranch transaction. 

This included both the Cascade Ranch property, where acquired title to the 
entire 4,088-acre ranch through a bargain sale, and Cowell Ranch, where POST 
acquired title to the entire 1 ,297-acre ranch through a bargain sale. 
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Section 51 

Commencing 1 , 1 
report annually to 

pursuant to 
to 

agricultural land trusts to 

Section 51298. 
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APPENDIX II 

following techniques are methods 

nonprofit land trusts to conserve agricultural The agencies involved in agri-

cultural conservation employ different techniques depending on whether the goal is for 

short-term or long-term conservation. Most local governments use short-term strate­

gies designed to maintain current agricultural land use practices, yet to be flexible 

enough to incorporate future changes into the overall development plan for the commu­

nity. Local nonprofits and the State Coastal Conservancy utilize strategies that acquire a 

long-term interest in agricultural lands. Use of these strategies represents a policy 

decision to commit these lands permanently to agricultural production. 

SHORT-TERM METHODS 

In California, the General Plan is the central feature of each local government's land 

use planning and regulation program. The General Plan establishes long-term goals and 

policies to guide land use and development and identifies specific measures to carry out 

the goals and policies. Once adopted, the plan serves as a skeleton that supports future 

development and resource conservation because of state requirements that zoning, sub­

divisions, public works projects, and other local actions must conform to it. Govern­

ment Code Sections 65300 et seq. requires the governing body of each city and county to 

adopt a General Plan and requires each General Plan to have nine mandatory elements, 

including land use, conservation, and open space elements. Some jurisdictions that are 

concerned about maintaining their agricultural land base have prepared and adopted 

agricultural elements for their General Plan, but this is by no means a standard prac-
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a an 

to 

to uses 

granting 

gen-

require a hearing before an advisory tile deci-

by or the lf the rezoning involves a 

change in land use, a for may 

Some jurisdictions (and State of "Exclusive Farm Use" 

and uses that would zones agriculture and uses are 

conflict agriculture are prohibited. However, it is common practice in California 

the zoning ordinance to treat agricultural zone as a transitional designation for 

lands awaiting conversion to more uses. 

set a in terms acres and prohibit subdivisions Minimum parcel 

that would create new of Minimum parcel sizes for each zone 

are set out in the If minimum parcel sizes are set 

in an zone, it can prevent conversion to higher density 

uses. has set 360-acre for much of its coastal 

rangeland. On other hand, sizes can set to the 

requirements for agriculture; San Diego County's A-1 Agriculture 

82 



are 

as they set spheres of 

new 

local 

ur-

are required to 

for each municipality. 

as the Act of 1965, 

Government Sections 200 et seq.) is a preferential assessment 

and deferred taxation. Preferential assessment is assessment eligible land on the 

basis of farm use value rather than on the possible "highest and best use" or market 

Preferential assessment lowers the property tax cost to the landowner. If 

owners these lands convert their land to a noneligible use as a housing devel-

opment, they are required to pay back some or all taxes from which they have been ex­

empted in prior years. The contract specifies the number of years during which the 

landowner must keep his land in agriculture (generally 1 0 years, but sometimes 

longer) and a schedule of tax penalties which must be paid if conversion precedes the 

time established in the restrictive agreement. 

The Williamson Act cannot offer complete assurance that land will remain in agricul­

tural use permanently. A speculator or farmer can petition the local government to 

cancel the contract, pay back taxes as a penalty, and then convert. The higher the eco­

nomic return from alternative developments the more inconsequential the penalties be-

come. Alternatively, landowners can wait the expiration of the contract and then 

develop. The Williamson Act has not been in targeting prime agricultural lands 

or lands that are most threatened by conversion to other uses. 

In spite of the drawbacks mentioned above, the tax benefits realized by landowners 

through Williamson Act contracts continue to offer a major incentive for farmers to 
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keep their land in agricultural production. Land under contract is even increasing in 

LONG-TERM M HODS 

Fee Simple Acquisition provides the buyer with complete control and responsibility 

for management of the property. Once acquired, the property can either be retained, 

leased, or sold. In any case, the lease or deed of sale should contain restrictions limiting 

the use of the land to agriculture (and perhaps other open space uses) and prohibiting 

development and major subdivision. 

This technique is limited because of the scarcity of public funds to acquire land in fee, 

i.e., at its development value. In addition, land management responsibilities may be 

beyond the capabilities of the acquiring agency. 

Bargain Sale Acquisition is similar to the above method except the land is purchased 

below market value. The landowner is partially compensated for the development value 

of the property and the uncompensated value can be deducted from the seller's taxes if 

there is a charitable conservation purpose and a qualified public or nonprofit organiza­

tion is the buyer. The same drawbacks of cost and management responsibilities apply to 

this method as to the fee simple purchase method. A bargain sale acquisition has cost 

advantages when compared to a fee simple acquisition, but it is also harder to obtain. 

Conservation Easements are deed restrictions that convey certain land use rights to 

another party and result in the land being retained in its current agricultural, histor­

ical, scenic, or natural use. Easements are either sold or donated by a landowner. The 

second party who holds the easement is responsible for periodically monitoring the 

condition of the land and undertaking enforcement actions if the landowner has violated 

any terms of the easement. The landowner retains title to the underlying fee property 
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and the right to use the property within the limits of the easement. restrictions are 

owners. Under terms of Internal Revenue con-

servation easements must be "in perpetuity" in order to qualify the seller for any 

available tax deductions. 

Purchase of Development Rights results in an agreement with the landowner to 

place a restriction preventing development on his or her land. The purchasing entity 

compensates the landowner for the difference between the agricultural value and the 

development value of the land, and the development rights on the land are permanently 

retired. This is usually accomplished through the mechanism of recording a conserva­

tion easement. The landowner giving up the easement retains all other rights of own­

ership and may receive a reduction in property taxes. Purchase of development rights 

and conservation easements limiting how the property can be used are often combined 

and considered the same thing. 

The purchase of conservation easements or of development rights can be a less expensive 

technique of agricultural land protection than a full fee or bargain purchase of the 

property. However, conservation easements require monitoring to insure compliance, 

and this obligation binds the owner of the easement in perpetuity. 

Transfer of Development Rights is similar to the purchase of development rights 

with two exceptions: 

( 1 ) The right to develop is transferred to another parcel that can 

accommodate additional development instead of being retired, and 

( 2 ) The private market pays for the development right rather than the public. 

As with the purchase of development rights, the landowner is compensated for the fair 

market value assigned to the interest in land that he or she is giving up. Drawbacks are 
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it is to rights, and there must 

l"'f'O,M!T<:! tO 

to protect 
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