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I INTRODUCTION/FINDINGS

This report analyzes the economic issues currently facing agriculture in Marin
County, with a primary focus on the impact of estate developments on agricultural
lands. This analysis is intended to assist County decision-makers in formulating
policies and programs that will maintain and support the future of Marin County’s
agriculture. It provides a background for the Agricultural Element of the General Plan.

This report addresses the following major topics:
e A review of the Baxter-McDonald-Smart study of 1973 — what was relevant 30
years ago, what is still relevant;
¢ Analysis of the impact of large estates on agricultural viability, including:
- Costs and income of undeveloped agricultural land;
- The impact of residential development on costs; and
- Analysis of the current state of County-wide agricultural lands.
« Farm economics issues, addressing the key issues facing:
- Organic vegetable farms;
- Vineyards;
- Dairies; and
- Livestock operations
¢ Fiscal analysis — what are the County government costs and revenues attributable
to agriculture.

Key Findings:

Baxter, McDonald & Smart Review: The major problem in 1873 was that
agricultural lands were subject to speculation for subdivision into suburban housing.
Today, the major issue is high value estate development. The concern, however, is
similar - that land costs can be driven up beyond agriculture’s ability to pay, thus
discouraging maintaining agricultural use.
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Impact of Large Estates:

Grazing land under Williamson Act contract without residential improvements
brings in more income for agricultural leases than the estimated costs of land
ownership. Net income (not including debt service for land purchase) ranges from
$7.46 to $21.23 per acre depending on parcel size.

Adding high value residential development drives up land ownership costs beyond
what agricultural income can cover, usually by large orders of magnitude
(depending on parcel size and extent of improvements).

On five case study parcels, proposed developments would shift the cost/income
balance to large shortfalls in all but one case.

Landholding costs far in excess of the potential agricuitural income will, in the long
term, be a disincentive to continued agricultural operations.

County ranches over 60 acres account for 85% of the privately-owned
agriculturally-zoned land. Of that, 14% of the acreage is assessed at values over
$2,000 per acre. The three ranches assessed at over $14,000 per acre represent
only 5% of the private agriculturally-zoned ranch acreage but 59% of the total
assessed value {AV).

Fortunately, the 86% of over 60-acre ranches with values ranging from $55 to
$2000 per acre have estimated costs well below average lease rates for grazing
land.

It is timely for policy makers to develop approaches that will protect agricultural
use from “gentrification” into non-productive estates.

Farm Economics:

Organic Farms - Analysis of a hypotheticat organic farm operation in Marin
County shows that almost all crops can be profitable based on current estimated
average costs and income. The most critical variable is successful marketing of
products.

Vineyards — Based on current estimated average costs and income, a Marin
County vineyard should be profitable after four years. Value added for producing
wine as part of the operation can ensure a market for the grapes and substantially
increase potential profits.
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o Dairies — While the number of dairies and cows in the County has decreased, milk
output has increased. The County’s dairies can benefit from value added
products (such as cheese and yogurt), but face challenges of cost and availability
of pasturelands.

o Livestock — The main operations are for raising cows and calves. Two operators
are finding a niche in the higher-priced grass fed beef market.

Fiscal: Marin County agriculture contributes a significant net surplus to the County
general fund of $1.3 million annually. Additionally, property taxes from agriculture
generate almost $10.3 million annually to education and other County funds.

Note that almost 75% of the assessed value is from agriculturai parcels under 60
acres in size. Large ranch holdings contribute relatively little in property taxes but
also require less County services.
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Il BAXTER-MCDONALD STUDY REVIEW

Thirty years ago, Marin County undertook a thorough review of its policies relating to
agriculture. The goal was to protect and support the County’s farmlands, which were
increasingly endangered by urban/suburban development and speculative land

values.

As part of that review, Baxter, McDonald and Smart inc. conducted an analysis,
dated September 1973. The 1973 report summarized the key issues as follows:

“The question of the viability of agriculture in Marin is, simply stated, whether
or not a rancher can and will stay in business or whether others will enter
agriculture over the foreseeable future... We have determined that it is
possible to make a living from ranching in Marin at the present time....

“Whether a rancher will stay in business can best be described as an
uncertainty over the land use ~ residential or agricultural — that will be
predominant in west Marin in future years. Because of the potential value of
these lands for residential development, making management decisions which
commit the land to continued agricultural use means forgoing possibte large
capital gains from its sale for development purposes. The possibility that
increased densities will be permitted in west Marin, however uncertain, has led
many ranchers to regard their operations in an interim fashion: they put in
enough work to cover their expenses and taxes while waiting for an optimum
time when they can sell or develop.

“Even those who do not wish to sell or develop are affected by the uncertainty.
Due !o the incompatibility of agriculture with high-intensity development, these
ranchers are uncertain about their future prospects in the event that
development is permitted. Their uncertainty makes them hesitant about taking
on long-term loans for necessary capital improvements.

“However, the analysis of economic and social attitudes done during the
present study feads to the conclusion that:
GIVEN SOME ASSURANCE THAT RURAL MARIN WILL BE
PROTECTED FROM INCOMPATIBLE DEVELOPMENTS AND THAT
PRIORITY IS GIVEN TO THE NEEDS OF AGRICULTURE WITHIN ITS
REALM, PEOPLE WILL CONTINUE TO RANCH IN MARIN OVER THE
FORESEEABLE FUTURE.”

The Baxter, McDonald, and Smart report also noted that, even if marginat revenues
from farming are not equal to marginal costs, there are other non-economic reasons
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for farmers to maintain their operations in Marin, such as the environmentat beauty,
carrying on family traditions, and enjoying the community of family operated ranches.

In addition, the Baxter, McDonald & Smart report made recommendations,
summarized as follows:

“1.  The County should improve its ability to assist ranchers in making
necessary ranch improvements...

“2.  The County should adopt policies designed to ensure that any rural
residential development is compatible with its agricultural neighbors....
Development rights should be purchased [where necessary].

“3,  Alternative land uses of both agricultural and recreational natures are
available and should be encouraged {as] a more viable alternative than
residential development in terms of agricultural compatibility.”

Looking back over the 30-year time period since 1973, it is on the one hand gratifying
to see how effective the County's policies have been in maintaining its agricultural
land and economy, and on the other hand ironic that the issues in 2003 are almost
identical to those faced in 1973.

The County has achieved success in consistent application of large lot sizes and
agricultural use zoning, removing much of the speculative value increases - not to
mention residential subdivisions - which would have otherwise occurred. This has been
coupled with the effective program of Marin Agricultural Land Trust (MALT) to purchase
agricuitural open space easements and lease-back arangements from the Point Reyes
National Seashore and Golden Gate National Recreation Area {GGNRA) guaranteeing
long-term agricultural use. In addition, the County continues to offer support to farmers,
such as in meeting environmental regulations, making farm improvements, and developing
marketing strategies.

What was not anticipated 30 years ago was that some landowners or buyers wouid
use large agriculturally-zoned parcels essentially for estate development. High-value
residential development keeps the large acreage intact, but it undermines the
economics and the “will” to maintain agricultural use. This new (but similar) chalienge
is the major focus of this 2003 report.
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Ni. IMPACT OF LARGE ESTATES ON AGRICULTURAL VIABILITY

The major problems identified in 1973 were that agricultural lands were subject to

speculation for development rather than farming value. Today, the speculation is not

s0 much for subdivision into suburban housing but is for high value estate

development. The concerns are the same, however:

« Land costs can be driven up beyond agriculture’s ability to pay for the taxes,
insurance and maintenance costs association with the land;

¢ New estate owners may not bs interested in making long-term investments in
agricultural improvements, or even accommodating agricultural use; and

¢ There can be land-use conflicts between non-agricultural residents and
commercial agricultural operations.

Viability of agricultural use stil rests on whether the farmer or rancher can and will stay in
business and whether others will enter into agriculture in the foreseeable future.

In this section we will look at:

» the costs and income of grazing land without residential improvements;

« the impact residential development has on the cost/income balance (based on average
cost and income factors as well as specific case study parcels); and

¢ the cumrent status of agricultural parcels county-wide.

A. Costs and Income of Agricuitural Land

Livestock grazing land, which represents over 90% of the County’s agricultural acreage,
has fairly constant costs and returns per acre. Much of this land is hilly and unirrigated; its
basic value is for growing grass, which can support a fairly predictable number of sheep or
cows, which in turn provide income to the rancher from wool, meat, or dairy sales. Up until
recently, there has been a balance, on average, between land ownership costs and
agricultural income, helping to keep Marin County’s grazing tands in productive use.
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Table 1 estimates and compares the land costs and income from hypothetical average
agricultural parcels of various sizes (without non-agricultural improvements). The major
costs associated with the agricultural use of these lands include:

o Property taxes;

¢ Insurance; and

e Fence maintenance.

These are discussed below.

1. Property Tax: A large proportion of Marin's agricultural acreage is under Williamson
Act (Land Preservation Act) contract, which limits the Assessor’'s evaluation to the
agricultural value, rather than potential market value, of the land. The Assessor uses a
conservative lease rate of $21 per acre for grazing lands. The Assessor calculates the
capitalized value of that lease rate annually. For this analysis, we used a 3-year average
of 7%, plus 1% risk and 1% property tax, for a capitalization rate of 9%. Based on that
capitalization rate on annual lease income, the assessed value (AV) averages $233 per
acre, for a tax cost of $2.33 per acre.

2. Insurance: According to knowledgeable insurance brokers, insurance for
unimproved grazing lands can range from $500 for a 60-acre parcel up to $2,000 for a
2,000-acre parcel. The cost per acre decreases as parcel size increases, as estimated in
the footnote of Table 1.

3. Fencs Maintenance: A major expense for landowners for grazing operations is
installing, repairing and replacing fencing. In the footnote of Table 1 we estimate the costs
based on square parcels with cross fencing of 40-acre pastures. Assuming fencing costs
at $4 per linear foot, with replacement required every ten years, fence costs will average
$0.40 per linear foot per year. Smaller parcels have more linear feet of fencing per acre
than larger parcels. Thus cost of fence maintenance can vary from an estimated $11.88
per acre for a 60-acre parcel down to $5.10 per acre for a 2,000 acre parcel. Actual costs
vary based on the parcel's shape, the amount of cross fencing, the level of maintenance,
and the quality of the fencing.
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The total of these three major cost factors ranges from $22.54 per acre for a 60-acre
parcel down to $8.43 per acre for a 2,000-acre parcel. (We have not included other costs
such as water development or utitities which could vary widely by parcsl.)

The income attributable to land can be either from the landowners’ own grazing operations
or from leasing their land to a ranch operator. The going lease rates in Marin range from
$20 to $35 per acre for grazing land; we have used an average of $30 income generated
per acre. It should be noted that lease rates will vary widely depending on factors such as
slopes, soils, accessibility, size of parcel, and length of lease.

Comparing estimated costs with income, we see in Table 1 that grazing land without
residential improvements can generally bring in more incoms than it costs. Evenon a
small hypothetical 60-acre parcel, costs of $22.54 per acre are exceeded by lease income
of $30.00 per acre, for a net income of $7.46 per acre, or $447 annually for the parcel. For
larger parcel sizes, the total costs per acre are reduced, and thus the net income per acre
increases. For example a 400-acre parcel is estimated to generate a net income of $18.40
per acre or $7,359 for the whole parcel. A 2,400-acre parcel would have a net income of
$21.23 per acre, or a total of $50,961 for the parcel.

Both the costs and potential income from grazing use of unimproved agricultural land are
fairly fixed. The rancher may be able to improve income to some degree through skilled
operations, capital investments, effective marketing and value-added products.
Unpredictable weather, disease or the overall economy could also affect costs and
income. These factors, however, are overshadowed by the impact of residential
development.

B. Impact of Residential Development

The major wild card in the agricultural land cost/income balance is property value increase
for new residential improvements. High-value estate development on the County’s
agricultural lands drives up the land ownership costs for both property taxes and
insurance. This can tip the scales so that the cost of land ownership exceeds (by orders
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of magnitude) what the agricultural income can cover. This may result in the owner of the
new estate having little motivation to continue the traditional grazing use.

It should be noted that some owners of high value improved parcels may maintain
agricultural use, even with little economic incentive to do so, because of other factors,
such as family tradition and the esthetics of a pastoral setting. From an economics
viewpoint, however, if agricultural income is no longer significant in offsetting ownership
costs, the agricultural use becomes less likely, especially into the future as high-value
parceis change ownership.

1. Potential Impact Analysis

Table 2-A estimates the increased assessed value and landowner’s costs from a range of
potential residential developments. The costs depend largely on the size of the residential
development, so we have analyzed a range from an 1,800 sq. ft. to a 14,000 sq. ft.
development (which could include one or more guest houses in addition to a main
residence). The County Assessor uses a construction cost for housing of $175 per sq. ft.
Other structural improvements (e.g. barns, garages) are estimated at an average of 50%
of residential value, based on data from the case study (discussed below). In addition, we
estimate that the site of the residence plus land-related improvements (e.g. driveways,
well, septic systems) will add $300,000 per developed acre to total value. In all, the
property value increase ranges from $772,500 for & 1,800 sq. ft. residence up to $6.1
million for a 14,000 sq. ft. development. '

The estimated added costs to the landowner of these improvements include:

o Property tax, at 1% of the added value; and

» Insurance, at 0.2% of the added value.

Thus annual costs of land ownership for the added residential development range
from $9,270 for a 1,800 sq. ft. home up to $72,900 for a 14,000 sq. ft. residential
development.
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Table 2-B spreads these added costs on a per acre basis to the entire parcel. The
smaller the parcel, the higher the cost per acre will be for the residential development.
For example, the 1,800 sq. ft. development would add annual costs of $155 per acre to a
60-acre parcel, compared to $4 per acre on a 2,400-acre parcel.

Finally, Table 2-C shows the impact of adding these residential-related land costs to
the net lease income of undeveloped agricultural land (from Table 1). As noted
above, without non-agricultural improvements, all parcel sizes had a positive net
income, with a higher profit margin for larger parceis. When the ownership costs of
large estate development are added, costs overwhelm potential income in most
cases. The discrepancy between costs and income can be by orders of magnitude.
For example:
e On a60-acre parcel, even a moderate 1,800 sq. ft. residence results in costs
exceeding income by $147 per acre.
e On a 400-acre parcel that would net $18.40 income per acre for agricuitural use,
adding a 7,000 sq. ft. residential development resullts in an $73 per acre net cost;
e On a 200-acre parcel, a 14,000 sq. ft. development results in & net cost of $349
per acre.
The scenarios that are close to break-even or still show a net income are the
moderate 1,800 to 3,500 sq. ft. residences on larger parcels and the 7,000 sq. ft.
development only on the largest 2,400-acre parcel size.

2. Case Study Parcels

While the foregoing discussed hypothetical cases, Table 3 shows the actual proposed (or
in one case completed) developments on five case study parcels. These sample parcels,
identified by the Planning Department, are proposed for (or have recently added)
substantial improvements. They range in size from 60 to 845 acres. For each sample
parcel, we describe:

e the existing unimproved {and value;

o the proposed added value to land and structures; and
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» the costs and agricultural income balance prior to and after the proposed
improvements.

As summarized in Table 3-A, the assessed value of these sample case study parcels

before and after improvements ranges widely:

e For the 60-acre Matthews parcel, before improvements assessed value (AV) is
$6,468 per acre; after improvements it would be $25,344 per acre.

o For the 100-acre Moritz parcel, the $12,427 per acre existing land value rises to
$27,309 per acre after improvements.

o For the 210-acre Hansen-Brubaker parcel, base land is valued at $4,024 per acre,
rising to $9,362 per acre after improvements.

e For the 446-acre Patrick Brennan parce!, the land is valued at $432 per acre,
rising to $1,629 per acre with the recently completed development.

« For the 845-acre Hick’s Mountain Ranch parcel, the base land is valued at $1,558
per acre. After improvements, this would rise to $12,845 per acre.

Note that the scope of proposed improvements also ranges widely:

e A modest 1,850 sq. ft. residence on the Patrick Brennan parce!;

» Mid-range 3,500 to 4,000 sq. ft. residences with varying amount of related
improvements on the Matthews, Moritz, and Hansen Brubaker parcels; up to

e Eight residences totaling 33,200 sq. ft. plus related improvements for the large
Hick's Mountain Ranch parcel.

Each of the case study parcels and their proposed developments are described in
detail in Appendix A. Appendix A also compares the total developed assessed
\ialues of these parcels with other parcels of similar size and zoning, illustrating that
proposed high value improvements far exceed typical current values in the County.

Table 3-B compares the before and after improvement land costs with potential
agricultural income on a per acre basis. The land costs included in this analysis are
property tax, insurance (for both land and improvements), and fencing, using the
same factors as Tables 1 and 2 above.
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Before improvements, the parcels range from small net incomes to significant net

costs. After proposed improvements, however, all of the parcels have costs

exceeding potential agricultural income.

« Hick’s Mountain Ranch goes from above break-even net income of $6 per acre to
a net cost of $143 per acre after improvements.

e Patrick Brennan goes from a net income of $15 per acre to a small net cost of $7
per acre.

o Hansen-Brubaker is below break-even, at a net cost of $21 per acre, without
development, but goes to a net cost of $103 per acre after development.

e Moritz has the highest pre-improvement costs, at $106 per acre, which would
double to $332 per acre after development.

¢ Matthews, with a net cost of $47 per acre before improvement, rises to $307 net
cost after improvement.

While these landowners may choose to sustain higher annual costs for the benefits of
their rural estate lifestyte, landholding costs in the range of three to ten times the
potential agriculturat income will, in the long term, be a disincentive to continued
agricultural operations.

C. Current Status of County-Wide Agricultural Lands

High-value residential developments adversely impact agricultural viability, both in theory
and in current specific cases. This section looks at the County Assessor's data to
determine how much land has already been affected and recommends corrective
measures.

Table 4 shows Countywide Assessor's data an public and privately-owned lands
designated for agriculture. Of the total 173,119 acres, just over 41,000 are pubiicly owned.
Much of this acreage is leased for grazing, contributing substantially to the County’s
agricultural economy. Because of its public ownership, however, it is not threatened by
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residential development. We will therefore focus on the 132,000 acres of privately-owned
agriculturally-zoned lands.

As shown, parcels under 60 acres account for about 8% of the privately-owned agricultural
lands while representing almost 75% of the assessed value. Much of this is due to
residential value on these small parcels. About 5% of the privately-owned acreage and
assessed value is in separate parcels over 60 acres in size. The lion’s share (85%}) of
privately-owned acreage (112,436 acres) is in identified ranch units over 60 acres, often
comprising several Assessor's parcels. These ranches are the most significant for
purposes of protecting the County’s grazing land.

Table 5 and 6 further analyze the 112,436 acres of Marin County ranches. As shown in
Table 5-A, these 209 ranches range from 60 to 2,500 acres in size, with most (80%) from
200 to 1,600 acres. Generally, the larger sized ranches have a lower assessed value per
acre. For example, the 1,200 to 1,600 acre ranches, with 16% of the acreage, represent
less than 4% of AV, at an average of $537 per acre. The 100 to 200 acre ranches, in
contrast, have an average AV of $2,308 per acre.

The exception to this picture is the largest sized ranches. These seven ranches, with 14%
of the ranch acreage, account for almost 57% of the assessed value, at an average of
almost $9,000 per acre. This anomaly is due to two ranches with high value large-scale
developments, disproportionate to grazing land values.

As discussed above, the landowner's annual costs for such lands include property taxes,
fence maintenance and replacement, and land-related liability insurance. Table 5-B
estimates the average land costs as they apply to these various ranch sizes. The
combination of property tax, insurance and fencing costs range from almost $78 per acre
for the smaller 60 to 100 acre ranches down to only $12 per acre for the 1,200 to 1,600
acre ranches. From 200 acres through 1,600 acres, the estimated costs per acre are less
than average lease rates of $30 per acre. Again, the largest ranches are anomalous, with
costs over $104 per acre due to the two ranches with unusually high assessed values.
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Table 6 looks at the same 112,436 acres of ranches grouped by their average assessed
value per acre. Here we find that 86% of the acreage is assessed at between $55 and
$2,000 per acre. The three ranches with the highest average values (over $14,000 per
acre) account for 5% of the acreage but almost 59% of the total AV. The 37 ranches that
range from $2,000 to $14,000 per acre represent an additionat 9% of the acreage and
18% of the total AV.

Table 6-B shows the impact of estimated costs per acre for property tax, insurance and
fencing to these ranches. In a nutshell, for the 86% of the ranch acreage valued at under
$2,000 per acre, estimated costs are significantly below average lease rates of $30 per
acre. (Again note that actual lease rates vary based on soils, slopes, access, lease length
and other factors.) Ranches valued between $2,000 and $4,000 per acre (another 6% of
the acreage) are on the margin, with costs of $42 per acre somewhat exceeding the
average $30 per acre lease rate. In contrast, ranches from $4,000 to $14,000 AV per acre
have costs of almost $100 per acre; and the three ranches of over $14,000 AV per acre
have costs over $310 per acre.

So far only a limited number of the County’s agriculturally-zoned ranches (8% of the
privately-owned ranch acreage) are affected by high value development that overwhelms
potential income for grazing use. Keeping tand values (and thus costs) in balance with
agricultural income is critical to maintaining long-term agricultural viability. Fortunately,
this problem is being addressed at an early stage. Just as the County was able, through
zoning and other policies and support efforts, to reduce land speculation for subdivision of
agricultural lands, it is timely to develop approaches that will again protect and stabilize
agricultural use from “gentrification” into non-productive estates.

County policy-makers should explore approaches to maintaining an “agriculture-friendly”
ratio of land costs to lease income. Such approaches may include:

1. Define a reasonable ratio of lease income to land related costs, including placing a
ceiling on the value of non-agricultural improvements. The economic analysis above could
be applied on an area-specific basis to determine income and cost factors in order to limit
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the impact of proposed new development, or an overall csiling could be placed on the size
of farm residences. The acceptable level is a policy decision that balances the long-term
economic viability of agricultural use with the expectation of landowners to build a livable
residence on a ranch.

2. Other measures to enhance long-term agricultural viability could include installing
agricultural improvements, such as water development, land leveling (if appropriate) and
financing animal waste disposai or watering facilities. If appropriate to the site and soil
capacity, higher value crops such as vine or vegetable acreage could be developed. The
landowner could also finance annual agricuiture-related costs such as weed control,
access roads, and fence maintenance.
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Table 1: Land Cost vs. Lease Income

€ = == == = =« = = PerAcre
Ranch size Insurance  Fence cost Prop. Tax  Total Land
(1) (1) 2) Cost
60 $8.33 $11.88 $2.33 $22.54
100 $6.00 $10.33 $2.33 $18.66
200 $3.50 $8.54 $2.33 $14.38
400 $2.13 $7.14 $2.33 $11.60
800 $1.25 $6.49 $2.33 $10.07
1,600 $0.78 $6.09 $2.33 $9.20
2,400 $0.63 $5.81 $2.33 $8.77
(1) Insurance and Fencing Costs
< - Insurance Costs - > Crnr: ==
Ranch size Per Ranch Per Acre | Perimeter Cross Ferce
60 $500 $8.33 | 1,617 165
100 $600 $6.00 | 2,087 495
200 $700 $3.50 | 2,952 1,320
400 $850 $2.13 | 4174 2,970
800 $1,000 $1.25 | 5112 4,620
1,600 $1,250 $0.78 | 5,903 6,270
2,400 $1,500 $0.63 | 6,600 7,920

Fencing Costs

Total
1,782
2,582
4,272
7,144
9,732
12,173
14,520

- - =>
Net Income
per Acre
$7.46
$11.34
$15.62
$18.40
$19.93
$20.80
$21.23

Cost @$.40/it
$713

$1,033
$1,709
$2,858
$3,893
$4,869
$5,808

Fence maintenance costs based on square parcels with cross fencing in 40 acre quarter sections
Average $4 per linear foot for replacement fence - 10 year life = $0.40 foot year
Source: Stephanie Larson UC Coop Extension, Sonoma County 707-565-2621.

Insurance Sources:
Larry File, Broker: United International Insurance 559-2268-1205
Larry Waish iwalsh@entertainmentinsurance.com

(2) Property Tax based on Williamson Act Assessment

Lease rate for land
Capitalization rate
income (3 year average)
Risk
Property Tax
Total Capitalization rate
Capitalized Value

Property Tax @ 1%
Source: Nelson Gemmels, County Assessors Office

7%
1%
1%
9%

Per Acre
$21

$233
$2.33

Per Ranch
Net Income
Total
$447
$1,134
$3,125
$7,359
$15,943
$33,278
$50,961

- - ma =

Per Acre
$11.88
$10.33

$8.54
$7.14
$6.49
$6.09
$5.81
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Table 2: Cost vs. Income With Added Residential

A - Residential Costs

Residential Size in Sq. Ft.

Residential AV @$175/sq.ft.

Improvements @ 50%
Residential Land in Acres

Residential Land AV @$300K/Ac

Total Added AV

Costs

Property Tax @1.0%

Insurance @ 0.2% AV (1)

Total Added Costs

C = = -

1,800

$315,000
$157,500

1.0
$300,000
$772,500

$7,725
$1,545
$9,270

B - Added Residential Cost Per Acre by Ranch Size

Ranch Size
60

100

200

400

800
1,600
2,400

$155
$93
$46
$23
$12
$6
54

Residential Size

3,500

$612,500
$306,250
2.0
$600,000
$1,518,750

$15,188
$3,038
$18,225

$304
$182
$91
$46
$23
$11
$8

C - Net Income vs. Residential. Costs Per Acre by Ranch Size
< - - Ranch Income Less Residential Cost - - >

Ranch size

60
100
200
400
800

1,600
2,400

Net Ranch
Income (2)
$7.46
$11.34
$15.62
$18.40
$19.93
$20.80
$21.23

($147.04)
(581.36)
(330.73)

(34.78)
$8.34

$15.01

$17.37

(1) Strong Associates estimate of insurance costs

(2) Net Income per Acre from Table 1.

($296.29)
($170.91)
($75.50)
($27.17)
($2.85)
$9.41
$13.64

7,000

$1,225,000
$612,500
4.0
$1,200,000
$3,037,500

$30,375
$6,075
$36,450

$608
$365
$182
$91
$46
$23
$15

(8600.04)
($353.16)
($166.63)
($72.73)
($25.63)
($1.98)
$6.05

- - -

14,000

$2,450,000
$1,225,000

8.0
$2,400,000
$6,075,000

$60,750
$12,150
$72,900

$1,215
$729
$365
$182
§91
$46
$30

(81,207.54)
($717.66)
($348.88)
($163.85)

(371.20)
($24.76)
($9.14)
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Table 3: Case Study - Lease Income to Cost Analysis

A- Parcel Description

A B C D E
Name _ Matthews Moriiz Hansen Patrick Hick's
Brubaker Brennan Ranch
Parcel #s 121-120-31 188-80-13 106-220-22 106-110-1 121-10-4
121-103
Parcel Size in Acres 60.0 99.5 209.6 446.0 845.2
Land Value
Existing $388,069 $1,237,114 $843.654 $192,451 $1,316,672
Reslidential Acres 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 10.0
Added Land AV $300,000 $305,000 $344,400 $2,600,000
Improvement Value
Resldentlal Sq. fi. 3,588 4,100 3,449 1,850 33,200
Residential Value $538,200 $703,000 $603,575 $323,750  $5,810,000
Related Improvements $294,395 $473,448 $170,960 $210,414  $1,129,600
Total Improvement Value $832,595 $1,176,448 $774,535 $534,164  $6,939,600
Total Land + improvements $1,520,664 $2,718,562 $1,962,589 $726,615 $10,856,272
B - Costs/Income
Existing Land Costs/Income per Acre
Land Value / Acre $6,468 $12,427 $4,024 $432 $1,558
" Property Tax Cost $65 $124 $40 $4 $16
Land Insurance Cost (1) $8 $8 $6 $6 $4
Fence Cost (1) $12 $12 $10 $10 $9
Total Costs $77 $136 $51 $15 $24
Lease Income $30 $30 $30 $30 $30
Net Costs/Income ($47) ($106) ($21) $15 $6
Ratio of Lease Income to Total Costs 2.6 45 1.7 0.5 0.8

Costs/income With Improvements per Acre

Land plus Improvement Value / Acre $25,344 $27,309 $9,362 $1,629 $12,845
Property Tax Cost $253 $273 $94 $16 $128
Improvement Insurance Caosts (2) $63 $68 $23 $4 $32
Land Insurance Cost $8 $8 $6 $6 $4
Fence Cost $12 $12 $10 $10 $9
Total Costs $337 $362 $133 $37 $173
Lease Incomne $30 $30 $30 $30 $30
Net Costs/Income ($307) ($332) ($103) ($7) ($143)
Ratlo of Lease Income to Total Cosls 11.2 12.1 4.4 1.2 5.8

(1) From Table 1
(2) From Table 2



Marin County — Strong Associates Agricultural Analysis, November 2003, page 19

Table 4: County-Wide Agricultural Zoned Land

Publicly Owned Ag Land
Parcels under 60 acres
Numbered Ranches over 60 acres
Subtotal
Privately Owned Land
Parcels under 60 acres
Parcels over 60 acres
Numbered Ranches over 60 acres
Subtotal

Total

Source; County Assessor's Office

Acres

9,396
31,667
41,063

12,208
7,412
112,436
132,056

173,119

% of Acres Assessed Value Per Ac Value
!
|
| $0
I
9.2% | $943,336,182 §77,272
5.6% | $66,924,280 $9,029
85.1% | $253,887,412 $2,258
100.0%
$1,264,147,874 $7,302

Table 5: County Wide Ag Land - Ranches Sorted by Size

A - Description of Ag Ranches

< - Ranchsize - > Total Ranch Total % of Average Assessed

From To Count Acres Total Ac Ranch size Value Total

60 100 9 731 1% 81 $4,001,764

101 200 39 5,887 5% 151 $13,690,034

201 400 67 19,693 18% 294 $26,888,928

401 800 49 28,483 25% 581 $42,259,685

801 1,200 25 23,632 21% 945  $13,897,997

1,201 1,600 13 17,952 16% 1,381 $9,648,650

1,601 2,500 7 16,058 14% 2,294 $143,600,354

Total All Parcels 209 112,436 100% 538 $253,887 412
B - Estimated Costs per Acre

< - Ranch size - > AV PropertyTax Insurance{1) Fencing Total Costs

Fram To @1.1% of AV Per Acre

60 100 $5.474 $60.22 $6.63 $10.90 $77.75

101 200 $2,308 $25.39 $4.19 $9.19 $38.77

201 400 $1,365 $15.02 $2.45 $7.70 $25.17

401 800 $1,484 $16.32 $1.57 $6.52 $24 .41

801 1,200 $588 $6.47 $1.29 $5.87 $13.64

1,201 1,600 $537 $5.91 $1.01 $5.45 $12.38

1,601 2,500 $8,943 $98.37 $0.84 $4.98 $104.19

{1) Insurance costs for land only. Does not include improvement value insurance.
(2) Assumes an average [ease income of $30 per acre.

% of AV

74.6%
5.3%
20.1%
100.0%

% of
Total AV
1.6%
5.4%
10.6%
16.6%
5.5%
3.8%
56.6%

100.0%

Est Net
Income (2}
($47.75)
($8.77)
$4.83
$5.59
$16.36
$17.62
($74.19)
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Table 6: Ranches Sorted by Assessed Value per Acre

A - Description of Ag Ranches

< - PerAcAV - > Ranch Total % of Average AV Total % of AV
From To Count Acres Total Ac  Ranch size
$55 $200 27 17,744 16% 657 $2,730616 1.1%
$201 $400 33 23,209 21% 703  $7,022,128 2.8%
$401 $600 28 16,168 14% 577 $8,110,997 3.2%
$601 $800 26 14,458 13% 556 $9,754,849 3.8%
$801 $1,200 25 13,447 12% 538 $13,698,013 5.4%
$1,201 $2,000 30 11,465 10% 382 $17,300,244 6.8%
$2,001 $4,000 19 6,775 6% 357 $19,604,939 1.7%
$4,001 $14,000 18 3,801 3% 211 $26,613,621 10.5%
$14,001 $33,000 3 5,370 5% 1,790 $149,052,005 58.7%
Total All Parcels 209 112,436 100% $253,887,412 100.0%
B - Estimated Costs per Acre
< - PerAcAvV - > AV  PropertyTax Insurance{1) Fencing Total Costs Est. Net
From To @1.1% of AV Per Acre  Income (2)
$55 $200 $154 $1.69 $1.47 $6.10 $9.27 $20.73
$201 $400 $303 $3.33 $1.44 $6.04 $10.81 $19.19
$401 $600 $502 $5.52 $1.57 $6.34 $13.43 $16.57
$601 $800 $675 $7.42 $i.62 $6.35 $15.39 $14.61
$801 $1,200 $1,019 $11.21 $1.64 $6.40 $19.24 $10.76
$1,201 $2,000 $1,509 $16.60 $1.18 $4.16 $21.94 $8.06
$2,001 $4,000 $2,894 $31.83 $2.43 $7.95 $42.21 ($12.21)
$4,001 $14,000 $7,002 $77.02 $5.18 $15.28 $97.48 ($67.48)

$14,001 $33,000 $27,755 $305.31 $0.91 $5.12 $311.34 ($281.34)

{1} Insurance costs for land only. Does not include improvement value insurance.
(2) Assumes an average lease income of $30 per acre.
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IV. FARM ECONOMICS ISSUES

Marin County had 133,444 acres of land in agricultural use in 2000, according to the

U.S. Department of Agriculture. Of this, 177 acres were in vegetable and non-grape

fruit production, 94 acres were in vineyards, 6,065 acres were used for livestock feed
crops (hay and silage), and the remaining acreage was used as pasture for livestock
grazing.

This section of the report will focus on four components of the County’s agriculture:
¢ Organic vegetable farms;

¢ Vineyards;

¢ Dairy operations; and

¢ Livestock operations.

A. Organic Vegetable Farming

Both cost and revenue estimates vary widely based on a varisty of factors, including
some beyond control (such as weather and national economy) and some partially
controllable (such as regulatory costs, erosion or crop damage, and marketing
success). See Appendix B-1 for a detailed cost/income analysis of a hypothetical 40-
acre organic farm with a variety of different crops. The analysis shows that almost ali
crops can be profitable based on current estimated average costs and income.

On the cost side, most growers own their own land and (until a change of ownership
occurs) are not adversely impacted by annual land costs. We estimate annual rent or
ownership cost at $400 per acre, or $250 per crop-acre. Some farmers lease land in
this cost range. Much of the cropland is adjacent to wetlands that cannot be
developed. Limited acreage is available.

The proximity to creeks, wetlands or publicly owned lands makes many of these
farms subject to strict regulations by a variety of government agencies, including both
State and federal fisheries, wildlife, and water quality agencies. In some cases, the
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requirements of these agencies can be at cross-purposes with the County’s goals of
protecting and supporting agriculture, forcing farmers to make large capital
investments or simply to stop their operations altogether.

Potential income from each crop varies widely depending both on the yield and the
price per unit. Clearly these are the biggest variables in the economic performance
of each crop and the overall farm.

In the past, Marin County’s organic growers had a secure market niche that included
fairly large retail outlets such as Whole Foods. Unfortunately for the small-scale
farmers, organic production has now become a big business, with large commercial
farms supplying an increasing share of the markst, at highly competitive prices.

The growers and Marin County’s policy makers will need to work creatively together

to help keep these farms viable. Some of the marketing strategies that should be

aggressively pursued include:

¢ Direct marketing, possibly through a collective broker, to consumers, restaurants,
and farmers' markets;

s Expanding direct sales to new markets, for example to local schools, hospitals
and senior residences;

¢ Establishing a collective permanent farmers’ market and marketing; and

o Educating local residents on the advantages of buying locally.

B. Vineyards

Marin County currently has limited acreage in vineyards, 84 acres in 2000, compared
to its neighbors to the north (Napa, Sonoma, and Mendocino Counties). Vineyards
require labor- and capital-intensive investment with no or very low yields for the first
three years. After that period, they can be very profitable but, as with any crop, are
subject to fluctuations in demand and price. Wine grapes have recently experienced
a drop in sales income.
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Appendix B-2 estimates per acre costs and income over time from a hypothetical 40-
acre Marin County vineyard operation. The first three years involve major
investments (including land, planting and cultivation, and water) with nc or minimal
yields. Note that land costs for new and expanding vineyards, estimated at $20,000
per acre (or $1,200 per acre per year), are much higher than for organic farms. By
year 4, vineyards should begin producing a small net profit. From 5 on, they show a
good annual profit (over $2,000 per acre).

Two Marin wine grape growers are also producing their own wines. This value added
agricultural product provides a guaranteed market for the grapes and increases the
income to the operator as the prestige of the wine grows.

C. Dairies

Milk and milk products have dominated agriculfural sales in Marin for over 125 years.
Between 1950 and 2000, however, the number of dairies in Marin County decreased
from 200 to 31, and the number of head of dairy cattle decreased from approximately
20,000 fo 12,000. Despite this downward trend in dairies and animal numbers,
countywide milk production has increased slightly, going from 1.95 million pounds in
1964 to 2.25 million pounds in 2000, due to increased milk production per cow and
other improvements in farming practices. About 20% of the Bay Area's milk comes
from Marin dairies. (Source: Marin County “Key Trends, Issues, & Strategies Report”
December 2002)

In general, Marin County dairies raise their own heifers (calves up to 2 or 3-years old,
before they have their first calf and begin mitking), mostly on pasturage. Some
heifers may be sold (or bought) to keep the desired number of dairy cows for the
operation. A few ranchers have gone exclusively into raising and selling heifers,
without running a dairy operation. Once the cows are milking, they are kept in more
concentrated areas, fed primarily on imported feed.

Dairies are much more intensive operations than livestock grazing, requiring up to 12
employees for a 200-cow dairy (usually mitking twice a day), extensive capital
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investments, importing of feed to maintain balanced nutrition and healthy milk
production, veterinarian services, good access to transportation, and so forth. While
operating costs are higher, so are potential returns. Dairies may pay up to $70 or
$75 per acre per year for good pastureland that is convenient to their operation.

Some of the assets of Marin's dairies are:

+ A well-established organic dairy business that has a strong and growing market
niche;

» The grasslands along the coast have a higher moisture content, minimizing the
need for supplemental feed or irrigation;

¢ The milk and milk products from the coastal grassland-fed cows have a unique
flavor that is popular, especially for gourmet cheeses; and

e A few dairies have successfully gone into value added products, primarily cheese
and yogurt, that enhance income from their operations.

On the other hand, challenges facing Marin’s dairies include:

¢ Rising fand costs for pasture areas on private lands;

- o The pasture use of federal lands, for example Pt. Reyes National Seashore, is
leased rather than owned, discouraging the long-term investments required to a
successful dairy operation.

D. Livestock Operations

Livestock ranches in Marin County are predominantly cow/caif operations. Typically,
the rancher maintains a herd of cows that calve every year (usually in early Fall).
The calves nurse and graze until June or July when, at an average weight of about
750 pounds, they are sold for beef. One rancher in Sonoma County is doing Spring
calving, with a new calf able to reach about 450 pounds by June or July, without
requiring as much import feed. Few of the County’s ranches buy stockers, that is
weaned calves of about 650 pounds, with the goal of grass feeding them to add
another 200 pounds per cow.
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With a typical Fall calving operation (calves being born from mid-August to mid-
October), the rancher wiil need to import hay from late summer until the grass is
ample to feed both the cows and calves. Depending on when the rain starts, this
may be from early February to late March. The amount of forage crop can vary
widely from year to year based on rainfall and of course also varies with the soil,
slope and vegetation conditions of the land. Wiildlife grazing can have a minor impact
on how much forage is available for the cattle. Grass production can range from
about 1,800 to 7,000 pounds per acre per year (some of which is left to protect the
next year's crop).

Generally, ranchers need from 6 to 15 acres per head (which includes both cow and
calf). Whether from grass or supplemental feed, each animal unit needs about 1,000
pounds of feed per month, or about six tons per year. imported feed can range from
about $60 to $105 per ton depending on quality.

An operation needs a minimum of about 100 head of cattie to have enough calves to
make the weight of a truck shipment. A 200-head ranch gives more flexibility for
marketing. Thus a viable ranch unit could range from 600 acres (for example in
coastal areas where grass is relatively lush) to over 2,000 acres. In this range of 100
to 200 head (with cow and calf counting as one head), one rancher runs the
operation single-handedly, with only occasional specialized help. Ranches generally
have no employees.

At least two operators are innovating by going into the grass-fed beef market. There
is a growing market for grass fad beef, and these products demand a higher price
that generally exceeds the increased operating costs. These operations take full
advantage of Marin’s proximity to a large, relatively wealthy urban area. Most of the
grass fed beef is marketed through direct sales either via the Internet or to specialty
meat markets and restaurants.

In addition to cattle livestock, some Marin ranchers also raise sheep. This sector,
however, has been shrinking due primarily to problems of predators (coyotes) and
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international market competition {(mostly from Australia and New Zealand). Marin
County has an innovative program of paying sheep ranchers (out of the General
Fund) to implement non-lethal controls for predators and to reimburse losses due to

predators.

It shoutd be noted that a portion of the publicly owned Point Reyes National Seashore
is leased for livestock grazing, making a significant contribution to the County’s
agricultural economy. These leases are based on animal units per month (AUMs},
rather than per acre, which allows the public agency to control extent and seasons of
use.
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V. FISCAL ANALYSIS

In addition to the value of agriculture for food supply, jobs, income, and land
management, Marin County’s agricultural economy also contributes significantly to
County government revenues. As discussed below and shown in Table 5, agriculture
generates significantly more revenues than it requires in County costs, yielding a net
annual surplus of $1.3 million (or $7.50 per farm acre) to the general fund.

In addition, the County’s farms contribute $8.1 million in property taxes to education,
$1.7 million to fire and utility districts, and over $0.4 million to County Library and
Marin Open Space funds.

A. Revenues

The major source of revenue is from property tax. The assessed value of all
agricultural lands in Marin County is almost $559 million and the value of
improvements on agricultural property an additional $705 million, totaling $1.26 billion
in assessed value (AV) in 2001-02. It is interesting to note that parcels under 40
acres in size represent only 6% of the agricultural land acreage but over 70% of the
AV. The 94% of the acreage that is in parcels over 40 acres is valued at $350
million, with most of that concentrated in the highest value parcels (as noted above in
Table 4).

The total property tax revenue is 1% of the total AV, or $12.6 million annuaily. Of
that, the County general fund receives an average net, after shifts to the education
fund, of 18.7% (the actual percentages vary by tax rate area, as detailed in Appendix
C). Thus the County receives an estimated $2,365,000 from this source. In addition,
agriculture annually contributes $8.1 million in property taxes to education, $1.7
million to fire and utility districts, and $440,000 to County Library and Marin Open
Space funds (shown in Appendix C).
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Supplementing the property tax revenue is the State's subvention of taxes from lands
under Williamson Act contracts. This adds $235,000 annually to the County’s

revenues.

The County’s revenue from Cooperative Extension operations includes State and
federal subventions, grant funds, and gifts, amounting to almost $703,000 annually.
Revenues generated for the County’s Agricultural Commissioner’s office include fees
for environmental protection/ pest control services and consumer protection
inspections, as well as the agricultural share of gas tax revenues, coming to over
$527,000 annually.

in addition, there are an estimated 2,392 residents associated with agriculture — an
agricultural work force of 1,415, times the ratio of workforce-to-residents of 1.69 (from
George Goldman, Cooperative Extension). Each resident will generate the same
estimated per person revenues as all County residents. At an average of $721 per
person, this accounts for an additional $1,724,000 in annual revenues. See
Appendix C for a detailed analysis of revenues and costs attributed to population
(such as judicial, welfare, and most services) versus land and other sources (such as
property tax and business-related sources). Some items {such as sales tax and
interest) are split proportionately between population and other sources.

Total annual revenues from agriculture to Marin County's general fund in 2001-02 are
thus estimated at $5.55 million, as summarized in Table 5. Note that these
estimates do not reflect potential cutbacks in local revenues that may resuit from
current State budget shortfalls.

B. Costs

The itemized budget costs directly attributable to agriculture are for:
+ The Cooperative Extension support services and grant-funded programs,
amounting to $907,000 in 2001-02; and
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o The Agricultural Commissioner’s Office pest control, consumer protection, apiary
and report services, coming to $1,068,00 annually.

in addition, the people-related costs of serving agricultural residents (at the $953 per
person average of all unincorporated area residents) come to $2.28 million per year.
(Note that residents of unincorporated areas bear both county-wide costs and added
sheriff costs of serving only the unincorporated area. Again see Appendix C for
details.)

Tota! agriculture-related costs are thus $4.26 million annually.
Comparing revenues and costs, as shown in Table 5, agriculture yields a net surplus

of $1.3 million annually to the general fund, or $7.50 per acre of agricultural land. In
other words, for each $1.00 in costs, agriculture generates $1.31 in revenues.
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Table 7: Fiscal Impact of Agriculture on County General Fund

Revenues
Property Tax Revenue Assessed Value (1)
Land $558,933,232
Improvements $705,214,642
Total
County's Share (1) 18.71%

Williamson Act Subvention

Cooperative Extension (3)
Federal Subvention
State (University of Cal. Budget)
Gifts
Grants

Ag Commissioner - Fees for servicas (3)
Environmental Protection - Pest control
Consumer Protection & Inspection

Apiary & Reports
Gas Tax (9265)
Population Related Revenues Ag pop (2)
2,392

Total Revenue from Agriculture

Costs

Cooperative Extension
Grant Funded programs
Coop Extension Agricultural Support

Ag Commissioner
Environmental Protection - Pest control
Consumer Protection & Inspection
Apiary & Reports

Population Related Costs Ag pop (2)
2,392

Total Cost from Agriculture
Net Revenue from Agriculture County Ag acres
Revenue per Acre 173,119

(1) See Appendix A: Ag Share of County Prop. Tax

(2) Ag population estimated based on ratio to ag work force:
Ag work force (George Goldman-Coop Ext.)
Ratio of population to workforce (ABAG)

Ag poputation
(3) Coop Extension and Ag Commissioner Annual Reports

(4) County Pop-related Revenues Revenue/Cost
County wide $180,084,068

({5) County Pop-related Costs
County wide $218,140,224
Unincorporated area $5,549,545
Total $223,689,769

Note: For (4) & (5) see Appendix B: Budget Analysis 2001-2002

Prop Tax @1%

$1,264,147,874 $12,641,479

$67,410
$369,753
$2,500
$262,953

$313,761
$5,503
$0
$207,416
Rev/pop (4)
$720.62

$262,953
$644,218

$959,223
$91,588
$16,922

Cost/pop (5)

$953.45

1,415
1.69
2,392

Population
249,900

249,900
68,900

County Total

$2,365,451
$235,000

$702,616

$526,660

$1,723,558
$5,5563,305

$907,171

$1,067,733

$2,280,432
$4,255,336

$1,297,970
$7.50

Per person
$720.62

$872.91
$80.54
$953.45
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APPENDIX A: CASE STUDY ANALYS!S OF SAMPLE PARCELS

We have analyzed five sample parcels, identified by the Plenning Departmeht, that
are proposed for (or have recently added) substantial improvements. Three of the
samples are zoned C-APZ-60; two are zoned ARP-60. They range in size from 60
to 845 acres. Each is described below. Tables A-1 through A-5 include detailed
parcel data and a comparison of each parcel, before and after improvements, with
the average values per acre.of selected percels of simifar size and zoning.

The 60-acre Matthews parcel, zoned ARP—SO, is located on Old Rancheria Road,
Nicasio. The land supports 4 herses and goats, with a base AV of $6,468 per acre.
The proposed improvements would include a residence, two garages, a-bern, and
added land value totaling over $1.1 million, bringing total AV to $25,344 per acre.
‘The similarly zoned parcels (ranging from 41 to 93 acres) have an average AV of
$10,854 pier acre. The improved Matthews parcel would thus be 2.3 times that
average value. Note that seven of the 28 similar pafcels have improvement values
of $500,000 or more, with per acre total AV similar to Matthews; one of those
substantially exceeds Matthews, with a total AV of $35,600 per acre.

The 99.5-acre Moritz parcel, on Highway 1 near Bolinas, is zoned C-APZ-60. ‘The
land currently supports 20-25 h'ead- of cattle, with a year-round stream, a well, and 34
aeres of irrigated pasture, plus $126,600 of existing improvement AV. The base land
'value is $12,427 per acre, and the base impfovemeht value is $1,272 per acre,
totaling $13,700 per acre. The proposed improvements include a primary residence,
a cottage, garage, and barn, plus added land AV (driveway, septic, grading,
residential site, etc.) totaling almost $1.5 million. These will bring the total AV to
$28,581 per acre. In contrast, the sample of 25 similarly zoned parcels, tanging from
63 to 136 acres, have an average total AV of $2,712 per acre. The improved Moritz -
parcel would be 10.5 times that average value Only one of the similar parcels

exceeds Moritz’ improved value.
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‘ The Hansen/Brubaker parcel, with 210 acres, is zoned C-APZ-60 (with no overlay).
The base land AV.is $844,000, or $4,024 per acre. The propenrty, located on Shoreline
Highway near Marshall, currently supports 35 head of cattle on slopes from 10-14%.

~Proposed development is for $775,000 of structural improvements (residence, guest

house, barn and garage), plus an estimated $344,000 added AV to the land (grading,
driveway, septicr system, and residential site assessment). These improveménts will
raise the total AV to $9,362 per acre. In contrast, the selected similar parcels (same

: zohing, using the smaller parcel size for a conservative comparison, with other parcels

ranging from 160 to 207 acres) have an average total value of $1,155 per acre. Thus

the improved HansenlBrubakef'propeﬂy will be 8.1 times the value of sirﬁil_a’r parcels.

The 446-acre Patrick Brennan parcel, on Marshall/Petaluma Road, is zoned C-APZ-
60 with an A60 overlay. The improvements on this parcel (including a 1,850 sq. ft.
residence) were already added to the tax roll in 1999, bringing the total aséessed
value (AV) to $1,629 per acre. There is a relatively small sample of other parcels

with the same zoning: 18 parcels ranging from 139 to 584 acres. The average total
AV of these comparable parcels is $613 per acre. Thus the improved Brennan parcel
is 2.7 times the éverage value of the similar parcels, with only two of the 18 other
parcels at br exceeding its AV per acre.

The Hick’s Mouhtai_n Ranch, on Petalumra'Roa‘d'near Nicasio, comprises two
parcels totaling 845 acres. Zoned ARP-60, the land currently supports 30-70 head of
cattle on 1 0-14% slopes. The current base AV is $1,558 per acre. The proposed |
improvements include eight res.i_de_.nc_es, several garages and barns, plus land
improvements such as grading, drivéways,' and residential sites, which combined add
over $10 million in value, bringing the total AV to $12,845 per acre. The 'similar
parce-ls average 344 acres (cdmparable to the smaller Hick’s Mountain parcel), and
have a total AV averaging $889 per acre. Hick's Mountain's improved value will -
therefore be 14.4 times the average of similar parcels, with only one other parcel at a
comparable value.



- APPENDIX A: Parcel Detail -

()

(z)

. (3)

Matthews - Similar Parcels (from 40.9 to 93.4 acres)
Prop APN Zoning Acres Land AV
121-50-6 ARPED - 934 $40,645
121-180-12 ARP-60 ; 48.1 $42,863
121-160-5 ARP-60 - 4BB $123,736
121-70-27 ARP-60 617 $187,582
153-190-27 ARP-60 87.0 $384,948
121-70-43 ARP-50 53.5 . §242,460
© 121-290-8 . ARP&0 66.6 $381,078
121-120-26 ARP-60 479 $161,918
121-100-22 ARP-60 589 $280,214
121-120-30 ARF-60 . 869 $463,644
121-160-51 ARP-60 61.0 $442,345
121-120-29 ARP-60 40.9 $311,213
1214807  ARP-6D 733 $354,185
121-120-33 ARP-60 59.6 $521,050
121-160-35 -ARP-60 67.4 $632,133
121-200-4 ARP-60 79.3 $501,454
i21-7042° ARP-60 - 615 $186,461
121-70-32 ARP60 - 67.0 $371,240
121-70-28 ARP-60 59.0 $249,081
121-160-31 ARP-60 421 $217,453
121-70-11 ARP-60 89.6 $281,718
121-70-45 ARP-60 68.9 $406,111
121-27041  ARP-6D 564  $1,147,365
121-250-50 ARP-60 65.3 $844,287
121-70-31 ARP-60 60.9 $294,530
121-120-32 ARP-60 56.7 $409,440
121-270-40 ARP-60 66.1 $631,791
121-120-27 ARP-60 , 57.7 $826,852
Total 17634  $11,027,797
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A-1: Matthews Parcel

Base: Description of Parcel (1)

APN Zoning Acres Land AV
121-120-31 ARP-60 60 $388,069
Proposed Added Value (2) ~ $300,000
Total $688,069

Average of similar parcels (3)
Ratio of improved parcel to similar parcels

200 Old Rancheria Road, Nicasio.

Land AV/ac
$6.,468

$i1,468

$6,254
1.8

Impr AV

30
$832,595

$832,595

Impr AV/ac

$13,877

$4,600
3.0

Land supports 4 horses and goals. Proposed 3 ac of vines and small vegetable garden {private use?)

Description of proposed improvemenls
Land AV .

Grading Septic, well

Land for home 1ac @$150,000

Added Land AV
Improvement AV Sqft. Valisf
Residence 3,588 $150°
Garage 550 $85
2nd Garage 037 $85
Bam 1,920 $50

Other - . 480 $150
Added Improvement AV .

Average (/28) 63.0 $393,850

Total Value
$150,000

$150,000

$300,000

$538,200
346,750
$79,645
$95,000
$72,000
$832,505

Land AV/ac |
$435 |
$891 |

$2,657 |
$3,042 |
$4,425 |
$4,534 |
$5,725 |
$3,383 |
$4,755 |
$6,927 |
$7.257.|
$7,600 |
$4,833 |
$8,745 |
$9,373 |
$6,326 |
$3,030 |
$5,541 |
$4.218 |
$5,163 |
$3.,143 |
$7,199 |
$20,345 |
$12,934 |
$4,836 |
$7,222 |
$9,559 |
$14,322 |
|
$6,254

294,395

lmpr AV
50
$18,602
$27,245
$61,431
$0

$0

30
$144,091
$111,227
$0

$0

$0

" $234,590
$0

$0
$247,734
$404,330
$274,992
$327.621
$254,403
$784,031
$869,299
%0
$498,762
$973,397
$824,061
$826.672
$1,229,333
$8,111,821
$289,708

C54.7%

Impr AVfac

$0
$387
$585
$995
30
30

$0
$3,011
$1,888
. $0
$0

$0
$3,201
$0

- 80
$3,125
$6,570
$4,105
$5,548
$6,041

$8,747 .

$12,615
/$0
$7.641
$15,984
$14,534
$12,508
$21,203

$4,600

Totallac
$6,468

$25,344

$10,854
23

Lnd+Hmp/ac
$435
$1,278 -
$3,242
$4,028
$4,425
$4,534

- $5,725
$6,304
$6,643
$6,927
$7,257
$7,600
$8,034 .
$8,745
$9,373 .
$9,452
$9,509
$9,646
$9,767

. $11,204
$11,860
$19,814 .
'$20,345
$20,575
$20,821
$21,756
$22,067
$35,614

$10,854



(1

@

3

100-20-22 C-APZ-60 63.2 $12,881 $204 |
100-500 . C-APZ-60 63.8 $61,839 $969 |
188-906 C-APZ-60 67.2  $2,136,645 $31,796 |
100-20-12 C-APZ-60 67.2 $14,321 $213 |
104-40-31 C-APZ-50 68.0 $585,045 $8,601 |
. 166-10-32 C-APZ-60 70.7 '$66,630 - $942 |
100-20-7 C-APZ-60 715 $13,440 $188 |
100-40-9 ' C-APZ-60 76.6 $62,016 $821 |
100-50-8 C-APZ-60 770 $13,800  $179 |
100-50-38 C-APZ-60 84.0 | $82,758 $985 |
100-100-3 "~ C-APZ60 85.9 $19,306 $225 |
100-20-21 C-APZ-60 87.0 $15,641 $180 |
100-30-9 C-APZ-60 92.5 $17.046 $184 |
100-20-8 C-APZ-60 96.9 $22,002 $227 |
104-40-3 C-APZ-60 1015 $16,005 $159 |
100-50-12 C-APZ-60 . 1023 $161,787 $1,582 |
100-50-6 . C-APZ-60 1052 - $46,106 $438 |
100-100-4 C-APZ-60 - 106.4 $21,745 $204 |
100-100-13 C-APZ-60 - 107.3 $45222 ¢ $421 |
100-20-26 - C-APZ-60 1215~ $142,822 $1.175 |
100-20-13 CAPZ-60 1226 $23,141 $189 |
100-20-3 C-APZ60 . 1251 $66,173 $529°|
100-50-31 C-APZ-60 1259 $31,063 $247 |
100-100-15 C-APZ-60 1342 $28,452 $212 |
119-40-28 C-APZ-60 135.8 $40,751 $300 |
Total 23593 $3.747 627 )
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APPENDIX A continued
A-2: Moritz Parcel

Base: Description of Parcel {1)

APN : Zoning Acres Land AV Land AV/ac
188-80-13 C-APZ-80 99.5 $1,237,114  $12,427
Proposed Added Value (2) $305,000

Total' . - $1,542,114 $156,491
Average of similar parcels (3) ) $1,588
Ratio of improved parcel to similar parcels 9.8

Impr AV
$126,643

$1,176,448

$1,303,001

Impr AViac

$1,272

$13,090

-$1,124
1.7

Land supports 20 to 25 head of beef cattle or § ac per cow. Supplemental feeding needed 12 to 25 fons
Total yield of 38 ac is 61,500 ib. 20 cows @8,400lb per cow year is 168000 Ib. or 37% of required intake

Year round stream and 4.9 gpm well. 34 ac of imigaled pasture

‘Description of proposed improvemenis ‘ :
Land AV Lin.ft. vall. .. Total

Driveway , 2,200 $25 $55,000

~ SeplicAVell : $50,000
Grading - $50,000
Land for home 1ac @$150,000 ) $150,000

- Added Land AV $305,000
Residential AV’ SqFt Val/sf ’
"Primary Residence 2,900 ’ $170 $493,000

" Cottage 1,200 $175 $210,000
Garage 1,130 $100 - $113,000
Bam '4.096 $88 $360,448
Added Improvement AV 9,326 $1 176,448

Moritz - Similar Parcels (from 63.2 to 135.8 acres) .
Prop APN Zoning Acres Land AV Land AV/ac |

Average (/25) 944 $149,905 - $1,588

$8338,448

Impr AV
50
$134,703
$463,056
$0

$0
$210,085

§0 -

$286,420
30
$377,679
© 80
$0

$0

$0

$0
$4,893
$438,107
$0
$330,904
$376,288
$0
$25,663
$2,901
$0

$0
$2,650,719
$106,029

170.1%

Impr Av/ac

$0
52,111
$6,891
$0

0
$2,972
30
$3,737
. 30
$4,4956
$0

$0

$0

$0

50

$48

' $41s4'

- §0
$3,084

$3,097

$0
$205
$23
$0
50

C %1124

Totalfac

$13,699

$28,581

$2,712
10.5

Lnd+Iimp/ac.

$204
$3,080
$38,687

$213.

$8,601
$3,914

5188

$4,558

$179
$5,481

$225
$180
$184
$227

$159

-$1,630
$4,603
$204
$3,505
$4,272
$189
$734
$270
$212
$300.

$2,712
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APPENDIX A continued
A-3: Hansen/Brubaker Parcels

Base: Déscﬁptfon of Parcel (1)

APN Zoning Acres
106-220-20  C-APZ-60 0.0
106-220-22 C-APZ-60 209.6

Total Base 209.6
Proposed Added Value (2)

Total

Averagg‘ of similar parcels (3)

Ratio of improved parcel to similar parcels

Land AV
80
$843,654
$843,654

$344,400

$1,188,054

Land AV/ac

$4,024
$4,024

$5,667
$602
9.4

Land supports 35 head of beef cattle (age 2 to 10) or 10 ac per cow.
Exsting well. Plans for a 12-14 GPM well +2-2560 Gal Storage tanks
Address: 18000 Shoreline Hwy. - near Marshall: Slopes 10%to 14%

Description of proposed Empmvémenls

Land AV Lin.ft.
Grading efc.
Driveway 3,720
Seplic
Land for home 1ac @%150,000
Added Land AV )
Ii'nprovement AV Sq.fl.
Residence ) 3,113
Guest house 335
Bam ] 1,920
Gamge 937

Added Improvement AV

Valit.

$20

Valsf
$175
$175
$50
330

Hansen/Brubaker - Similar Parcels (from 160.1 to 206.5 acres)

Prop APN Zoning Acres
100-80-13 C-APZ-60 199.7
-100-20-14 C-APZ-60 1935
100-20-23 C-APZ-80 1735
100-100-29 C-APZ-60 162.9
100-30-24 C-APZ-60 174.5
100-20-19 [C-APZ-50 166.9
104-40-10 C-APZ-60 169.4
100-50-42 C-APZ-60 1986
~100-20-20 C-APZ-60 182.2
400-20-17 C-APZ-60 206.5
100-40-24 C-APZ-60 188.5
100-30-7 C-APZ-60 1606
100-50-37 C-APZ-60 183.8
100-30-23 C-APZ60 1675
106-210-10 C-APZ-60 12031
100-20-27 C-APZ-60 1936
100-100-22 C-APZ-60 164.2
104-130-1 C-APZ-60 162.8
100-50-40 C-APZ-60° 167.0
100-50-16 C-APZ-60 160.4
100-20-16 C-APZ-50 163.2
100-50-29 C-APZ-50 160.2
100-100-5 C-APZ-60 187.3
100-50-27 C-APZ-£0 160.1
100-40-3¢ C-APZ-60 161.2
106-220-35 - C-APZ60 169.6
104-13047 C-APZ-60 1844
100-100-17 C-APZ-£0 199.8
Total = 4,952
Average per Parcel {/28) 1772

Parcel sizes range from 160.1 o 206.5 acres

Land AV
$33,789
$34,599
$31,073
$32,924
$38,594
$34,248
$39,040
$51,703
$47,197
$54,024
$52,812
$79,553
$60,565
$60,430

$103,875

$64.266
354,183
$67,552
$118,392

$41,017

$66,434
$98,848
$61,806
$116,040
$336,931
$655,969
$82,952
$469,821
$2,988,717
$106,740

Total Value
$100,000
$74,400
$20,000
$150,000
$344,400

$544,775
$58,800
$96,000
$74,960
'$774,535

Land AV/ac
" $169 |
$179 |
$179 |
$202 |
$225 |
$205 |
$230 |
$260 |
$259 |
. §282 |
5280 |
$495 |
$330 |
$361 |
$511 |
$332 |
$330 |
$415 |

$709 |

$256 |
$407 |
$617 |
$330 |
$725 |
$2,090 |
$3,867 |
$450 |
$2,352 |
N

$602

ImprAV  Impr AViac

$0
$774,535

$774,535

$424,160

mpr AV.

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0
$3,325

. 80
$8,333

. $12,230
$32,600
$50,764
$35,384
$73.686
$72,830
$58,810
$97,712
$84,969
$71.424
$45,860
$128,260
$111,736
$83,344
$224,472
$172,758
$220,494
- 80
$668,705
$482,846
$2,742,082
$97,932

$3,695
$553

- 6.7
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Total/ac
- $4,024
$9,362

$1,155

8.1

77.9% Imp to House

Impr AV/ac  Lnd+lmp/ac

50
$0
$0
30

- $0
$23
30
$42
$67
$158
$269
$227
$401
$435
$290

$505-

3517

$275 .

$800
$685
$520
$1,198
$1,079
$1,368
$0
$3.627
52,417

$553

$169
$179
$179
3202
$225
$228
" $230

$302

%326
$419
$549
$722
$731
$795

$601

$837
$847
$854
$983
$1,055
$1,092
$1,137
$1,529
$1,804
$3,458
$3,867
$4,077
$4,765

$1,155

5
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~ A4: Patrick Brennan

M

@
(3)

Base: Description of Parcel (1)

APN Zoning
106-110-1 C-APZ-60A
Proposed Added Value (2)

Average of similar parcels (3)

Ratio of improved parcel to similar parcels

Acres
446

e

Land AV Land AV/ac

$192,451

9800 Marshali/Petaluma Road, Marshall .
This staﬁ report was written in 1996 The description of development and Ag operations is not as detalled

$432

$310

14

Single Famlly residence (1,850 Sq. Ft.) added in 1990: already on the tax roll.

Prop APN
104-120-10
104-120-1
104-110-2
104-110-9
100-60-13
102-140-16
104-50-10

106-2301

100-50-43
100-60-12
100-30-11
100-90-4
106-110-6
104-110-10
100-60-33
100-30-10

106-210-12

104-110-6
Total .
Ayerage {118)

Zoning
C-APZ-60,A60
C-APZ-60,A60
C-APZ-60,A60
C-APZ-60,A60

C-APZ-60,A60

C-APZ-60,A60
C-APZ-60,A60
C-APZ-60,A60
C-APZ-60,A60
C-APZ-60,A60
C-APZ-60,A60
C-APZ-60,A60
C-APZ-60,A60

C-APZ-60,A60

C-APZ-60,A80

C-APZ-60,A60

C-APZ-60,A60
C-APZ-60,A60

Acres
282.3
3406
- 374.4
334.3
187.6
168.8
338.9
5342
268.4
179.8
1494
179.3
584.4
387.4
241.4
138.6
157.2
415.5
5,262.6
292.4

Patrick Brennan - Similar Parcels (from 138.6 to 584.4-acres)

. Land AV

$33.871

$38,301
$56,315
$52,006
$39,670
$38,812
$85,471
$97,173
$69,395
$68,431
$56,419
$59,505
$292,728
$71,777

$111,264

$53,394
$136,050
$269,697
$1,630,279
$90,571

Land AV/ac |
- $120 |
$112 |
$150 |
$156 |
$211 |
$230 |
$252 |
$182 |
$259 |
$381 |
$378 |
$332 |
$501 |
$185 |
$461 |
$385 |

$865 |.

$649 |

$310

Impr AV

$534,164

Impr AV
- 0
$12,444
$0
$12,767

$2,629.

$0

$0

$71,057
$47,262
$49,084
$60,024
$90,192
$198,235
. $258,357
$98,222
$123,205
$121,865
$451,076

'$1,506,319

$88,684

Impr AV/ac
$1,198

$303

3.9

Impr AV/ac
30

$37

$0

$38

313
$0
$0

$133
$176
$273
$402
$503
$339
$667
$407
$889
$775
' $1086

$303

Totallac
$1,629

$613

2.7

Lnd+implac
- %120
$149
$150
$194 -
$225
. $230
$252
$315
$435
$654
$780
$835
$840
$852
$868
$1,274
- $1,840
$1,735

$613
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APPENDIX A contmued

A-5: Hick's Mountain Ranch Parcels

‘Base: Description of Parcel (1}

APN Zoning

121-10-1 ARP-60

121-10-3 ARP-60
Total Base

Proposed Added Value (2)

Total

Average of similar parcels (3)

Land AV
$95,703
$1,220,969
$1,316,672

Acres
453.3
3919
845.2.

$2,600,000

$3,916,672

Ratio of improved parcel to sumllar parcels

Land AV/ac

¢t} Land supports 30 to 70 head of beefcaﬂle or 16 ac per cow.
Year round stream. Pians for a 77 GPM well +20,000 underground water tank

11100 Pt Reyes - Petaluma Road, near_Nlmslo: Slopes 10% to 14%

( z) Description of proposed improvements -

Land AV
Grading etc.
Driveway {(Lin.ft.) - Unpaved roads

10 Acres at Residential Value - @ $150,000/acre

Added Land AV

Improvemen! AV 1
Residences 12,000
Garages 1,170
Bam 1,920
Bam garage 940 -
Other 800

Added !mprovement AV

f 3) Hick's Mountain Rarch - Similar Parcels (from 134.1 to §11.2 acres)

Prop APN Zonlng

- 121-100-25 ARP-60
12§-204 ARP-60
121-40-3 ARP-60
121-100-23 ARP-50
106-230-9 ARP-6D
121-20-3  ARP-50
121-40-8 ARP-50
121-50-18 . ARP-50
121-270-17 ARP-60
121-1004 ARP-60
121-50-30 ARP-60
106-230-5 ARP-60
121-120-1 ARP-60
121-60-6 ARP-60
121-605 ARP-60
121-10-2 ARP-60
121604 ARP-50
121-50-41 ARP-60
121-70-9 - ARP-60
121-40-2 ARP-60
121-30-17 ARP-60
121-100-29 ARP-60
121-40-5 - ARP-60
121-50-32 ARP-60
121-20-1 ARP-60
121-30-30 ARP-60
Total

Average per Parcel {126)

2 384

3,800 8,500
936 1,250

Acres Land AV
379.9 $31,302
257.5 $22,192
a58.3 $38,748
2521 $20,805
507.3 $87,360
327.2 $50,969
402.8 $56,786
3432 $80,434
1482 $41.877
4426 $118,138
155.5 $39,176
3712 $80,759
511.2 $104,186
300.1 $71.718
4173 “$126,402 -
4088 $97,202.
507.1 $136,535
308.9 $07,705
4450 . $i11,550
356.4 $82,890
186.4 $162,391
- 2544 $304,485
401.2 $476,833
303.2 $134,096
4597  $1,376,838
134.1 $949,774
59396  $4,910,311
343.3 $168,858

Impr AV
$211

$3,116

$1,558 %0

$6,939,600
$4,634 $6,939,600.

$549
84

5&6 7&8
2,400 6,500
864

5,000 4,500
Land AV/ac | Impr AV
$83 | 50
586 | $0

$108 | $0 .
$118 | $0
$172 | $0
$156 | $17,353
$141 | $30,065
$234 | $0
$283 |. $17622
$267 | $72,661
$252 | $34,680
$218 | $99,208
$204 |  $169,027
$239 | $86,968
$303 | $97.417
$238 | §127,593
$269 |  $183.079
($316 | © $123,749
$251 |  $222207
$233 |  $200646
$871 1 - $0
$1,197 | $41,500
$1.188 | $104,040
§442 | $480,493
. $2985 | $0
$7.083 |  $928,550
$3,038,858

$549 $116,870

Impr AV/ac

$8,211

$340
242

Acres

10

Total Sq.ft.

33,200

4,220
11,420
940
800

v

‘Impr AVfac
$0
$0
0
0
$0

$53
$75

50

$119

$164
$223
$267
$331
$297
$233
$312
$361
$401
$499
$563

$0

$163 .

$259

. $1,585
$0
$6,925

$340

Total/ac

$1,558

$12,845

$889
14.4

Vatiunit
$800,000
- $300,000

$150,000 -

$175
$85
$50
§85
$150

Lad+Impfac
$83
$86

“$108
$118
$172
$209

$216 -

$234
$402

$431

$475
$485
$534
$536
$536
$550
$630
§717
$750
$796

$871 .

$1,360
$1,448
$2,027
$2,995

$14,008

$889

Total Value
$800,000
$300,000

$1,500,000-

$2,600,000

$5,810,000
$358,700
$571,000
$79,900
$120,000
$6,939,600
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-Appendix C-1: Agriculture Share of 'County Property Tax Revenue

. County General
County Library
Marin Open Space
Fire/ PUD ,
Residual (Educ/Other)
Total '

TRA Average (1)

28.28%
3.51%
1.11%

15.19%

51.91%

100.00%

(1) Sample of unincorporated Tax Rate Areas distribution of fund revenue factors:

Description Fund #
County General 101002
County Library 101158
Marin Open Space 105010
Fire/ PUD NA

" (2) Total County ERAFT (Educ.) tax shift

County General
County Library
‘Marin Opén Space
Fire/ PUD

Average
0.282812
- 0.035111
0.011101
0.151890

~ Gross Tax
$97,371,337
$5,605,298
$3,825,566
 $215,100

Fund Share (2}
66.16%
7265%
90.04%.
87.61%

< - -
94010
0.271846
0.033749
0.010670
0.191429

To ERAFT
$32,947,051
$1,532,945
$360,868
$26,654

Ag Prop Tax

Net to Fund
18.71% - $2,365,451
2.55% $322,467
1.00% $126,358
13.31% $1,682,188
64.43% $6,145,014
100.00% $12,641,479
Tax Rafe Area Sample -- - - >
56011 60020 76003
' 0.280363 0.254682 0.324357
0.034807 0.031619 0.040269
0.011004 - 0.009996 0012732
0.086408 0.154999 0.174725
Net to Fund Fund Ratio
$64,424,286 66.16%
$4,072,353 72.65%
$3,444,698 90.04%
$188,446 87.61%



Marin County, Agricultural Analysis — Final Report, November 2003, page C-2

Appendix C-2: County Budget Analysis (2001-02)

Revenues ' County Wide Unincorp - . Total
Population related - $180,084,068 NA  $180,084,068
Other (1) $102,642,310 NA  $102,642,310
Agriculture $279,404 $279,404
" Total : $282,726,378 -$279,404 $283,005,782
Per Person Revenue (2) - $720.62 ' $720.62
Costs _ S .
Population related $218,140,224 $5,549,545 $223,689,769
Other (1) $46,152,835 - $3,699,697  $49,852,532
Agriculture _ $0 $196,942 $196,942
Total $264,293,059 $9,446,184 $273,739,243
Per Person Cost (2) - $872.91 $80.54 $953.45
Net Population related ($38,056,156)  ($5,549,545) ($43,605,701)

Per Person : ($152.29) ($80.54) ($232.83)

(1) Includes land related budget itéms such as property tax - See Appendix Detail below
(2) County Wide Population 249,900 ' '
" Unincorporated Population ' 68,900
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Appendlx C: Detall County Budget Analysus P.1

Revenues 2001-2
Taxes Budget
Property tax Secured $56,681,248
Property tax Unsecured $2,067,845
Property Tr. Tax $2,650,328
. Other Praperty Tax $8,798,542
Aviation Tax $122,505
Sales Tax $3,149,769
Transient Occ Tax $1,538,240
Supplemental Assessment $5,718,688
Total Tax $79,727,165
Licenses, Permits & Franchises :
Franchises $437,346
EC Solid Waste $287,436
‘EC Small Wells $72.275
EC SM Public £30,565
Food Plan Ck $41,214
_Pool plan Ck $5.008
Permit Fees $11.485
Dog Lic $160,316
Waights & Measure Fee $39,283
Pesticide Lic $4,290
Business Lic Fee $840,760 .
Buskiess Lic Resid {cable e $543,158
Food Permits §711,764
Housing Permits $232,177
Pump truck permits - - $18,5M
Public Pool permit $141,921
-Septic tank permit $385,705
Underground Storage $317,286
Building plan Ck review $813,672
* Const Permit $1,546,890
Road permit . $59,070°
Total ’ $6,700,192
Fines Forfeltures & Penaltles
Court cosls pg $3,369,593
Court costs p10 $1,817,147
Total . $5,206,740
Use of Money/property -
Interest Income $9,763,849
Rental Income $2,076,567
Total $11,840,416
Other governments -
State - Ag pest $71,722
. Ag Gas Tax $201,082 -
Welfare $23,482,830
Abandoned Vehicle $85,804
VehRealign $9,146,750
Highway usér ix $3,090,000
Bus Lic Tx Highway car $1,342,000
Motor Veh in Lieu Tax. $14,807.915
State Human aid p13 $5,123,108
State Human aid p14 $5,603,816
State Human aid p15 $3,950,717
Stale Human aid p16 $1.303,268
AID for Agricullure $6,600
Weights and Measure $4,749
State Human aid pt7 $10,156,393
State Hurnan aid p18 $4,668.610
Federat Human aid p19 $3.638,257
Federal Human ald p20 $7,578,806
Fed/State Human p 21 $5,971,903
Sales Tax Stale $20,397,621
Federal Human aid p22 _$10,728,963
Fed/State Human p 23 $6,359,356
Fed/State Human p 24 $1,308,869
Total ’ $139,229,229

< - .

Pop
related

100%

50%

100%

100%

. 100%

100%
100%

100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%

100% -

100%
100%
100%

100% -
100%

100%
100%
+00%

Alocation % - -->

Other bcpop Ag
Jother

100%
100%
100%
100%

0% 100%
50% -
100%

100%
100%
100%
100%

100%
100%

100%
100%
100%
160%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%

100%
100%

100%
100%

100%

100% -

€ - - -

Pop related

$0
$0
$0
$0
$122,505
$0
$769,120
) 30
$891,625

30

30

$0

. %0
$41,214
$0

$0
$160,316
50

$0

50

%0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0
$201,530

$3,389,593
$1.817,147
$5,206,740

30
$0
$0

$0

$0
$23,482,830
$85,894
$9.146,750
$3,090,000

" $1,342,000 .

$14,807,915
$5,123,108
$5,603,816
$3,950,717
$1,303,268
$0

. $4,749
$10,156,393
$4.868,610
$3,638,257
$7,578,806
$5,971,903

. $0
$10,728,963
$6,359,356
$1,308,669
$118,552,204

Allocation Amount
Other  Micpop / other

$55,681,248

$0
$2,067,845 $0
$2,650,328 $0
$8,798,542 $0
: $0 . $0
$0  $3,149.769
$769,120 $0
$0  $5.718,688
$60,067,083  $8,868,457
S0 $437,346
$267,436 $0
$72,275 $0
$30,565 $0
$0 $0

$5,008 50

$0 511,485

" $0 $0
$39,283 . %0

" $4,200 $0
$840,760 $0
$543,158 $0
$711,764 $0
$232,177 $0
$18,571 $0
$141,921 $0
$385,705 $0
$317,286 $0
$813,672 . $0
$1,646,800 $0
$59,070 _$0
$6,049,831  $448,831
$0 50

$0 $0

50 $0

S0 $9,763.849

$0  $2,076,567

$0  $11,840.416

$0 $0

$0 R

$0 s

$0 $0

$0 T80

$0 50

$0_ $0

$0 - $0

$0 $0

$0 $0

50 $0

$0 $0

" $0 $0

$0 $0

so 50

$0 '$0

50 -$0

$0 $0.

$0 $0
$0 $20,397,621 .

$0 50

$0 $0

50 $0°

$0  $20,397 621

el
Ag Total

$0 $55,681,248
$0 - $2,067,845
$0  $2,650,328

$0  $8,798,542
$0 $122,505
$0  $3,149,769
$0  $1,538,240
$0 $5,718,688
$0 $79,727,165
$0 . $437,346
$0 $287,436
$0 $72,275
$0 $30,565
$0 $41,214
$0 $5,008
$0 $11,485
$0 $160,316
$0 $39,283
$0 = $4,290
$0 $840,760
$0 $543,158
$0 $711,764
$0 $232,177
$0 $18,571
$0 $141,921
$0  $385,705
$0 $317,286
$0 $813,672
$0 $1,546,890
$0 $59,070

$0  $6,700,182

§0 §3,389,593
-$0  $1,817,147
$0  $5,206,740

$0 - $9,763,849

$0  $2,076,567

$0 $11,840,415
$71,722 $71,722 .
szm 082  $201,082
30 $23,482,830

- %0 $85,894 -
.50 $9,145,750

" $0 $3,090,000
$0  $1,342,000

$0 $14,807.915
$0  $5,123,108
$0  $5.603,816
$0  $3,950,717 -
-$0  $1,303,268

$6,600 $6,600
$0 $4,749
$0 $10,156,393
$0  $4,868,610
$0  $3,638,257 -

$0  $7,578,806
30 ' -$5,971,903
- $0 $20,397821
$0 $10,728,963
$0  $6,359,356
$0  $1,308,869

" $279,404 $139,229,229



Appendix C - Detail P. 2
" Revenues

Charges for Service
Audit Accounting fees
Property Tax Adminisiration
Human service fees p24
Planning Eng. Fees
Election services
Probation .
Estate fees
Court fees p.26
Legal/medical fees p.27
Legal/medical fees p.28
Library fees
Park Fees
Total
“Other revenues .
People related park fees p2
Park fees p30-31
People fees p30-31
Mix property/people p30-31
‘Property fees p32-33
People fees p32-33
Mix property/people p32-33
Property fees p34
People fees p34
Mix properiy/people p34
Total
Total All Revenues
Ratio Pop / Other .
Mix allocated to Pop / Other
Total with Mix added

2001-2

Budget *

$142,156 -

$1,127,034
$2,293,283
$1.302,830
$576,008
$4,039
$344,402
$821,696
$2,800,478
$2,841,271
$226,925
$120,161
$12,600,283

$313.444
$686,253
$796,025
$1,763,386

© $941,980
$3,060,408
$18,708,849
$4,560
$207,201
$920,561
$27,701,757

$283,005,782

< - - Aocation% --->
. Other ' bepop Ag

Pop
related

- 100%

100%
100%

100%
100%
100%
100%
100%

100%
100%
100%

100%

100%

fother

100%
100%

100%

|
100% |
|
i

Marin County, Agricuitural Analysis — Final Report, November

& - - -
Pop related

$0

$0
$2,293,283
" 80
$576,008
$4.039

$0

. $821,698
$2,800,478

2827 -

$226,925
$120,161
$9,683,861

$313,444
$866,253
$796,025

$0

50
$3,069,408
$0

- $0
$297,291

$0
$5,362,421
$139,898,381
63.7%
$40,185,687
$180,084,068

Allecation Amount
Other  Mixpop / other
. $0 $142,156
$1,127,034 $0
$0 50
$1,302,830 $0
$0 $0
. $0 $0
$344,402 $0
: $0 $0
$0 $0
© %0 $0
$0 $0
50 $0
$2,774,266 $142,156
30 $0
$0 $0
$0 $0
$0 $1,763,386
$941,980 TS0’
$0 $0°
$0 $18,708,849
$4,560 $0
$0 $0
30 $920,561
$946,540 $21,302,706
$79,737,720 $63,090,277
36.3%
$22,904,590 $63,090,277
$102,642,310-

2003, page C4

-

Ag Tolal

$0  $142,156
30 $1,127,034
30  $2,293,.283
$0  $1,302,830

$0 ' $576,008
$0 $4,039
$0 ° $344402

$0 $821,696
$0  $2,800,478
S0 $2,841,271
$0  $226,925
$0  $120,161
$0  $12,600,283

S0 $313.444
$0  $886,253
$0  $796,025 -
$0  $1,763,386

$0 ° $941,980
$0  $3,069,408 -
$0 $18,708,849
$0 $4,560 °
$0 $297,291
$0 $920,561

$0 -$27,701,757

$279,404 $283,005,782

$279,404 $283,005,782
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Appendix C - Detail P. 3

2001-2
Costs Budget
General Government
Legislative $3,861,551
Auditor-coniroller Tres, refir $4,941,079
Assessor-Recorders $4,851,960
County Councel $2,412,926
Human Resource $2.476,583
Elections $1,762,760
Communications Sherrif $3,533,268
Communication - other $2,571,314
Property Mgnt 54,225,371
Plant Acq. County $16,868,919
Plant Acg. Parks $511,155
Promoticn $30,000
Other General $21,667,775
Public Protection
Judicial $20,227,272
Sheriff Admin $2,081,248
Unincorporated Patrol $0,240 242
Investigagation $1,514,866
Civil and Court - $3,357,783
Majar Crimes ' $1,116,627
Vehicle $172,798
Other Sheriff $546,643
Detention and Correction
All $19,037,082
Fire Protection
Al $13,048,318
Protectlva Inspection :
Engineering elc. $2,912,944
Other Protection
Land planning "%$6,351,175
People services $2,971,743

.Detention correction Grants $1,590,384
Public Ways (roads) :

Roads - - $9,989,868
Airport $603,321
Planning $124 405
Health and Sanitation
Health services $21,821,814
Health 2 ’ $26,704,641
-Hospital $426,057
Health programs $5,148,512
Rural Programs $4,009,971
Public Assistance ’
Administration $21,376,594
~ Juvinal Court - $34,003
Various services $3,052,944
Veterans Services $75,653
Public assistance programs ~ $13,762,932
Llbrary Service $7.007,115
Agricuitural Ed
Coop Extension $196,942
Recreation and Culture
Parks ) $3.052,932
Veterans services $2,458,753
Total Costs $273,739,243

Les$ Unincorporated County only

Total County Wide Costs

Percentage between Population and Land
Add in Mix of Both 'Costs"

Total with Mix added

< - -

related

100%
100%
100%
100%

.100%

100%

100%
60%
60%

100%

100%

100%

100%

100%

100%
100%

50%
100%

100%
100%
100%
100%
100%

100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%

Allocation%  --->
Pop Other bcpop Ag

100%

100%

40%
40%

160%

100%

100%

50%

100%

father

100%
100% .

100%

100%

100%

100%

& - - -
Pop related

$0
$0
$0
$2,412,926
$2,476,583

$1,762,760 .

$3.533,268
$0

$0

$0
$511,155
$30,000

$0

50
$20,227,272
$1,248,749

" $5,549,545
$1,514,866
$3,357,783
$1,116,627
$172,798

$0

50
$19,037,082

$0
$0
$0
$2,971,743
$1,590,364

$4,994,034
$603,321

. %0

%0
$21,821,814
$26,704,641

$426,057
$5,148,542
54,000,971

$21,376,594
$34,003
$3,052,944
$75,6853
$13,762,932
$7,007,115

$0

$3,052,932

$2,458,753

$182,043,717
$5,549,545
$176,494,172
82.5%
$41,646,052
$218,140,224

Altocation Amaount

Olher  Mbcpop / other

$0  $3,861,551

: $0 -$4,941,079

$4,851,960 $0

$0 $0

$0 80

$0 $0

$0 - %0

$0 - $2,571,314

$4,225 371 $0

$0 $16,868,919

$0 - %0

$0 ' $0

$0 $21,667,775

$0 $0

$0 $0

$0832,499 $0

$3,699,697 $0

50 50

- 30

$0 $0

50 $0

$0 $546,643

$0 | 50

$o0 $0

$13,048,318 $0

$2,912,044 _ $0.

$6,351,175 30

"$0 $0-

50 $0

$4,994,934 $0

$o0 $0

$124,405 $0

. %0 50

$0 30

$0 - $0

$0 11

$0 $0

.50 $0

$0 30

$0 $0

. $0 - 30

$0 $0°

$0 $0

$o $0

$0 $0

%0 50

$0 $0

$41,041,303 $50,457.281
$3,699,697
$37,341,606
" 175%

$8.811,220 $50,457.281

$46,152,835

-l
“Ag

$0 -

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$o0
50
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
%0
$0
- 30
50
$0

$0
$0
%0
$0
$0
$0

.30
$0

Total

$4,941,079
$4,851,960
$2,412,926
$2,476,583

$1,762,780

$3,533,268
$2,571,314
$4,225,371
$16,868,919
- $511,155
$30,000
$21,667,775

$20,227,272
$2,081,248
$9,249,242
$1,514,866

. $3,357,783
$1,116,627
$172,798
$546,643

$19,037,082

$13.048,318
$2,012,944

$6,351,175
$2,971,743
$1,590,364

$9,989,868
$603,321
$124,405

$0 .

$0
$0
- $0
$0
§0

$0
$o
$0
$0
$o
§0

$196,942

$o
$0

$196,842

$21,821,814
$26,704,641
$426,057
$5.148,512

$4,009,971°

$21,376,594
$34,003

. $3,052,944
| $75,653

© $13,762,932
$7,007.115

$196,942

$3,052,932
$2,458,753

$273,739,243

$213,835,778
100.0%
- 550,457,281

$264,293,059,

$3,861,551



APPENDIX D-1: Contact List

Richard Arrow, Marin County Auditor Controller

Bill Barbonie, Rancher

Bill Barkley, Rancher

Robert Berner, Director, Marin Agricultural Land Trust

Lisa Bush, Planning Consultant

Leslie J. Butler, Economist, Cooperative Extension (Dairy Marketing Specialist)
Stacy K. Carlsen, Commissioner, Marin County Agricultural Commission
Herb Case, Rancher

Brian Crawford, Planner, Marin County Community Development Agency
Sam Delcinie, Rancher

David Evans, Rancher

Bob Giacomini, Dairy Operator

Mike Gail, Rancher

Christine Gimmler, Planner, Marin County Community Development Agency
George Goldman, Economist, Cooperative Extension

Alex Hinds, Director, Marin County Community Development Agency

Kevin Lunny, Rancher

Julian Kayne, Manager, Straus Family Farm

Steve Kinsey, Marin County Supervisor, District 4

Karen M. Klonsky, Economist, Cooperative Extension (Farm Management)
Stephanie Larson, Farm Advisor, Marin-Sonoma Co. Cooperative Extension
Margaret Moster, Staff, Marin County Auditor Controller

Bill Neiman, Rancher

Tim and Betty Nunes, Dairy Operator

Johanna Patri, Planner, Marin County Community Development Agency
Steve Quirt, Analyst, Cooperative Extension

Ellie Rilla, Director, Marin County Cooperative Extension Service

Michele Rodriguez, Planner, Marin County Community Development Agency
Sam Ruark, Staff, Marin County Community Development Agency

Annetta Sauber, Specialist, Marin County Agricultural Commission

Steve Schwartz, Executive Director, California Farmlinks

Al Sokolow, Public Policy Specialist, Cooperative Extension

Joan C. Thayer, Marin County Assessor-Recorder

Warren Weber, Organic vegetable grower
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