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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Overview of AgPark Concept
California’s producers of specialty crops, particularly those with limited resources,
face the twin challenges of access to affordable land and profitability. At the same
time, residents in urban areas such as the San Francisco Bay Area seek to contain
sprawl, improve diet and health, and preserve treasured natural landscapes. As
these rural and urban problems interact, they may yield some innovative solutions.
The AgriCultural Connection Project fosters the shared values of sense of place,
culture, and health as means to promote the convergent interests of specialty crop
producers seeking a viable living and diverse urban consumers seeking a healthy
life. The Project is developing strategies that link solutions to the market- and
land-access needs of many producers, with solutions to the diet-related health
problems and sprawl-containment needs of metropolitan regions.
The creation of Urban Edge Agricultural Parks is one such potential strategy.
Agricultural Parks are a new idea, but the concept draws from various existing
models. Such Parks are envisioned as entities that would facilitate secured land
tenancy by multiple small producers and that would also provide fresh food and an
educational, environmental, and aesthetic amenity for nearby communities. The
naming of the concept as a “park” is intended to suggest the continued open space
preservation, while at the same time invoking the traditional model of a business
park, with multiple tenancies operating under a common ownership structure.

Phase I Study Goal
This Phase I Feasibility Study explores the challenges and opportunities of
developing Urban Edge Agricultural Parks on two different sites with varying
conditions of ownership, agricultural potential, and relationships to urbanized
development. The Phase I Feasibility Study’s goal is to demonstrate how such
Parks will achieve the objectives of land access for limited-resource specialty crop
producers while concurrently creating economic, social, and environmental value at
the urban edge through activation of the land in productive uses.
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Study Methodology and Findings
1. Background Research: Historical
Context For Collective Farming
This first step profiles the evolution of the concept of Agricultural Parks (AgParks),
which is rooted in historic methods of land management and collective farming
found throughout the cultures of the world.
2. Research of Management and
Development Models
The Project conducted a broad inventory of existing urban edge farming projects
that serve multiple producers, have shared land tenure, and provide demonstrable
value in terms of their environmental, aesthetic, recreational, and/or educational
contributions to the surrounding community. Both U.S. and international models
were investigated, ranging from collective management structures to homeowner
associations.
Twenty-nine examples of AgPark concept components were identified and grouped
by theme. Findings included:
Farmland Preservation/Retention
 Nearby/adjacent preserved farmland and/or open space are valuable amenities
to some homebuyers. These values can be used to compensate for seemingly
high agricultural land prices.
 Zoning can be a major challenge. If zoning allows for development, the price of
agricultural easements is relatively high.
 Conservation easements alone may not ensure that properties will be actively
farmed, and may need to be combined with incentives, program funding and/or
negotiated public access to be able to support ongoing agriculture.
Increased Public Access and Education
 Agricultural tourism and public connectivity increase support for local farming
projects and public appreciation of agriculture.
 Collective operations and ownership seem to support project viability and
community investment, in many cases.
Limited Resource Farmer Assistance to Land,
Markets or Training
 Small-scale agricultural success relies on practices such as: diversification,
marketing, branding, re-use of obsolete farm facilities for tourist
accommodations, value-added production, and internal purchasing of farm
products.
 Projects utilizing a combination of affordable leases and structured, collaborative
marketing have been successful.
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Farmworker Housing on the Rural/Urban
Edge
 The land trust model presents an appealing and functional alternative to other
farmworker housing models, and insures that housing will remain affordable to
farm families.
 Federal funding is available for the development of affordable farmworker
housing.
3. Funding Resources
The Project identified funding resources, both public and private, that might be
applicable to the development of multifunctional AgParks.
A host of mechanisms were identified that may be tapped to support one or more
aspects of the AgPark concept, including innovative private sector real estate
development. For example, demographic trends and real estate research indicate
that a segment of homebuyers seek local open space and agriculture in their new
home locale, and value its scarcity. The concept of transferring the value achieved
by offering agricultural proximity as a homesite amenity may have substantial
potential to fund AgPark concepts.
Public funding includes support for farm family housing, farmland preservation,
rural economic development, and farmer training and assistance. In addition,
philanthropic and non–profit funding sources may be available to support
agriculture at the urban edge, including as training for new immigrants, organic
production methods, adoption of new technologies, joint marketing, or
financial/technical support to farmers unable to make an operating profit.
Other resources that bear further investigation include park development and
acquisition, environmental protection or enhancement, recreation and/or open
space development, and educational facility development.
4. Identification of Producer’s Land
Access Needs
A key step in the process was to identify the potential interest from producers with
limited resources. Producers targeted for this research were traditionally
disadvantaged producers of specialty crops (e.g., includes most agricultural
products except commodity grain and livestock) whose primary livelihood is
farming. A secondary focus was on potential new farmers, whose lack of access to
land is often a main obstacle to farm-entry.
The Project conducted outreach through formal and informal groups of target
producers as well as through organizations and institutions that serve them. A first
wave survey targeting producers was conducted through mailings, meetings, and
on-line tools, to determine need for access to land, available resources, agricultural
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infrastructure, and preferences for related amenities. This research resulted in 39
respondents. A second wave follow-up survey was administered to the respondents
of the first survey as well as to additional “aspiring farmers.” This second survey
resulted in 12 responses and helped refine the assessment of potential interest by
testing specific sites.
Results from respondent farmers / aspiring farmers indicated:
 A strong interest in farming on the urban edge and in a collective situation.
 The vast majority of respondents uses sustainable practices and sells through
direct marketing outlets.
 Respondents interested in the AgPark would prefer ownership, but many would
also be interested in lease arrangements. Parcel sizes of interest ranged from 5
to 100 acres. The average net income for 2003 among the sample group was
$25,000, and most respondents lacked savings that could be applied to a land
purchase. However, most had good credit and a business plan in place.
 The majority were interested in on-site housing for both the farmer and
employees.
 Basic infrastructure needs for security, electricity and fencing were unanimous.
Demand for additional infrastructure and amenities was focused primarily on
packing and cooling infrastructure, as well as natural features, such as
landscaped edges and hedgerows. Moderate interest was also expressed for
installations with value added processing capabilities.
5. Identification and Screening of
Potential Sites
The fourth step in the study process identified 16 potential farmland sites
threatened by urbanization in the San Francisco Bay Area. Key factors used for site
identification included farming-friendly land use regulations; potential financial
and/or program partners; land with agricultural capacity (e.g., prime soils, good
water supply, and agricultural infrastructure. In addition, sites with significant
natural features and/or the potential for housing were considered.
The Project and its partners found numerous potential sites that could satisfy the
needs of target producers and support the AgPark concept. The 16 sites were
toured and screened to identify a high priority short list for further analysis. Two
sites were selected for this Phase I Study: Martial Cottle Park in San Jose and
Ardenwood Historic Farm in Fremont. These sites offer the immediate opportunity
to achieve AgPark development due to their status as publicly owned and their
inclusion in current planning processes. Moreover, the two feasibility study sites
offer the opportunity to provide near-team land access for target producers while
also achieving myriad public goals such as public enjoyment, recreation, and
environmental preservation/restoration.
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A third area, the Coyote Valley Greenbelt, was also explored in the context of a
related research project. The City of San Jose is currently developing a Coyote
Valley Specific Plan (CVSP) for a 7,000-acre area located in south San Jose, just
north of the City of Morgan Hill. As part of the Specific Plan and consistent with the
City of San Jose’s General Plan, the North and Central portions of Coyote Valley are
intended to accommodate a development program of 50,000 jobs and 25,000
housing units on approximately 3,400 acres. The South Coyote Valley (3,600
acres) has long been planned as a permanent, non-urban buffer or “greenbelt.”
Part of the Specific Plan work program includes developing a strategy to realize this
permanent, non-urban buffer. Sustainable development, multi-functional facilities,
and shared land uses are common themes in the planning for both the urban and
greenbelt areas.
During the course of the AgParks study, the City of San Jose engaged SAGE as a
consultant on the Coyote Valley Specific Plan team, with a focus on completing
preliminary research on a possible strategy for the South Coyote Valley greenbelt.
As part of this research, SAGE developed a preliminary concept for an AgPark as
one potential element in the greenbelt strategy. The Greenbelt Research report is
expected to be available to the public in spring, 2005. In the meantime, the
website for the Coyote Valley Specific Plan (www.sanjoseca.gov/coyotevalley/)
includes regular updates on the planning process.
6. Site Planning and Financial Feasibility
Analyses
For the two sites selected, the Study analyzed and developed a potential land use
plan which included: access to and circulation within each site, layout of farming
operations blended with public enjoyment and recreational amenities, program
elements to foster education, and potential revenue-generating opportunities such
as farm stands and event venues. This step also included an in-depth financial
analysis of the Martial Cottle site in order to explore issues related to capital and
operating costs and the need for funding during start-up and subsequent operating
phases.
Martial Cottle Park Feasibility Study Findings
Martial Cottle Park, located in San Jose, is a
290-acre undeveloped parcel of land under the
jurisdiction of the Santa Clara County Parks and
Recreation Department (SCCPRD). This flat
valley land has been in continuous agricultural
production by the Cottle/Lester family for the
past 150 years, even while surrounding areas
urbanized. The parcel was recently gifted to
Santa Clara County by the Lester family, subject
DRAFT 1.6.05

5

to requirements that it remain in agriculture and that it offer agricultural education.
This property has great potential to be a viable urban Agricultural Park, and will be
the subject of an upcoming Master Plan by the County Parks and Recreation
Department. Opportunities for this site include:







SCCPRD is an enthusiastic partner.
The site offers the rare opportunity of available farmland proximate to a large
urban population, yet protected from urban development pressures.
The site has been in agricultural use and has some existing infrastructure that
would make the transition to multiple new agricultural tenants relatively smooth.
The high cost of living in San Jose may discourage farmer relocation to this site
from elsewhere. This challenge could be mitigated by seeking out new and
immigrant farmers who may already reside in San Jose.
Initial AgPark development and overhead costs on this site may be high, but
with careful business planning and phasing of improvements, the long-term
outlook will cover its operating costs and be able to support approximately
3/4ths of the development costs. This will depend in large part on the ability to
generate revenue by rehabilitating the historic house and renting it for events
such as weddings, as well as earning revenue from a restaurant/farm stand and
charging a nominal visitor fee averaging $2.50 per visitor X 10,000 annual
visitors.

Ardenwood Historic Farm Feasibility Study
Findings
Ardenwood Historic Farm is a 205-acre farm and
visitor center located in Fremont, California,
operated by the East Bay Regional Park District
(EBRPD) on land leased for a nominal fee from
the City of Fremont. Nestled between freeways,
shopping centers, and residential neighborhoods,
Ardenwood is the final remnant of the extensive
agriculture that once flourished in the fertile soils
and benign climate of Southern Alameda County.
The site was historically a family farm and
continues to be farmed today. It also hosts
educational programs.
The Agricultural Park Feasibility Study for Ardenwood was developed in
collaboration with the East Bay Regional Parks District, as an exploration of
potential future agricultural and community uses of Ardenwood, and as an example
of how Urban Edge Agricultural Parks might be developed on other EBRPD sites.
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The analysis identified numerous general opportunities for integrating Ardenwood’s
mission of offering education, farmland preservation, and a non-urban community
resource, with the Project’s goal to help small farmers to gain access to affordable
land and build local markets. These opportunities include: increasing connections
with new school-based food systems initiatives, building on the existing demand for
specialty ethnic foods from the diverse local community, exploring partnerships
with local horticultural and business enterprise programs, and expanding local
recreational trails.
Developing an AgPark element at Ardenwood would also present significant
challenges including security issues, infrastructure improvements (particularly the
development of a new irrigation system), limited existing staff management
capacity, and funding constraints of the EBRPD. Further assessment of these and
other opportunities and challenges, including quantification of demand from
potential new farmers, and the development of a preliminary management plan, is
recommended for Phase 2 of the Agricultural Parks project.

Conclusions and Next Steps
Conclusions
The research and analysis for this Phase I report outlines the challenges and
opportunities of developing agricultural parks at the urban edge. Through the
investigation of models, funding sources, and specific sites in the Bay Area, the
following conclusions have emerged:
Opportunities:
 Land owned by public agencies offers the most near-term opportunities, and
public agencies have been most immediately responsive to the AgPark concept.
Additional potential sites owned by farmland trusts and preserves, or in private
ownership, bear further investigation.
 Many of the opportunity sites emerged from planning processes for public/open
spaces. In some cases, non-traditional spaces are being re-evaluated for
agricultural potential: rights-of-way, firebreaks, combined agriculture/recreation
areas, and for other purposes.
 In response to increased urban sprawl,
growing support for non-urban buffers and
agricultural preservation in the Bay Area has
included mandates for agriculture/green space
in some development projects.
 In keeping with trends toward innovative
small-scale agriculture and niche marketing,
the AgPark model is of interest to those
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seeking to develop effective collaborative agricultural enterprise and sub-leasing
programs.
Urban edge locations are particularly valued by emerging local-food systems
connections.

Challenges:
 The high value of urban edge land in the Bay Area can make costs prohibitive to
agriculture.
 Development pressures and local politics create a climate with a low
prioritization of agricultural land use.
 Length of planning process has been a consideration in site selection, as a
number of the potential sites may or may not be available after longer-term
planning and legislative considerations.
 Alternately, rapid sales and development prevent the consideration of more
unconventional and innovative planning processes such as the AgPark model.
 Water and resource allotment is a challenge in the Bay Area as with everywhere
in California.
Next Steps
Focus Groups to Test Producer Needs
The research for this Study indicated that while there are numerous small farmers
with limited resources and “aspiring” farmers living in urban areas, connecting
these AgPark tenants to a specific site would require additional consumer research.
Because each potential site is so unique in terms of location, farming capacity, and
timing of availability, and lease costs/terms are not certain, producers were not
able to indicate strong interest sufficient to demonstrate the viability of the concept.
At the same time, landowner confidentiality prevented providing specific
information to producers in writing.
To explore this issue further, it is recommended that a series of focus groups be
conducted with small groups of potential tenants. The focus group format should
commence with a site-specific tour, presentation of the land plan and management
plan concepts, and any additional available information regarding capacity and
timing. In this format, a discussion with the producer groups can then be
conducted in confidence, to obtain more concrete information regarding concerns,
interest, issues, etc.
Economic Analysis of Small Scale Farming at
the Urban Edge
The producer surveys and other research for this Study indicated that there is
limited information available to support the position that small-scale farming makes
economic sense on the Central Coast and Bay Area of California. There is a real
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need for an economic study of small scale farm profitability (1-20 acres) for various
crops and markets, perhaps in the form of a spreadsheet that shows the break even
point depending on the crop, acreage, diversity and access to markets.
Business Plan To Detail Management and
Operations
Finally, the two feasibility studies provided in this report and the Coyote Valley
Greenbelt Research report (pending) outline the issues and opportunities offered by
Martial Cottle Park, Ardenwood, and Coyote Valley Greenbelt.
At this point, Martial Cottle Park offers the most advantages in terms of near-term
implementation of the AgPark concept. The Santa Clara County Parks and
Recreation Department will soon be undertaking an extensive master planning
effort for this site as part of a larger area, and is seeking detailed business planning
to initiatiate a workable lease and management arrangement for its agricultural
holdings. A second grant from USDA to conduct the Phase II Feasibility Study and
Business Plan will be applied to this location to set the stage for near-term
implementation.
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INTRODUCTION
History of Collective Farming
Throughout the course of humanity, there have been many different models of
communal and collective agriculture. In order to provide some context for the
Urban Edge Agricultural Parks Feasibility Study, the following brief history on some
of the relatively recent historical models of collective and communal agriculture is
provided. Systems covered include sharecropping in the U.S., allotments in Europe
and Asia, Ejidos in Mexico, Kibbutz in Israel, cooperatives in the U.S., the common
arrangement of a single landowner leasing parcels to multiple farmers, and finally
the broker or grower/shipper.
The rise of capitalism and its spread throughout the world in the 15th-20th centuries
coincided with the demise of feudal systems. Feudal systems represented an
ancient form of collective agriculture, which did not provide for an equitable
distribution of profits from production. The era of colonization throughout the world,
which also coincided with the rise of capitalism and the demise of formal feudal
systems, witnessed the rise in prominence of the slave trade. Sharecropping in the
U.S. is commonly defined as a means of farming a small parcel of land owned by
someone else with the requirement that the farmer must share the profits of the
crops sold with the landowner. In the U.S., sharecropping came to define the
method of land lease that would eventually become a new form of slavery. In
many countries throughout the world agrarian reform attempted to more equitably
distribute land that could be used both for subsistence and commercial agriculture.
In Europe and Asia, allotment systems have provided families, both rural and
urban, an opportunity to conduct subsistence agriculture, as well has providing
society with a way to create a buffer for food security in times of crisis. An analogy
can be drawn between this type of allotment, the victory gardens of war time eras
in the U.S., and the modern movement of urban agriculture, community gardens,
food security and food sovereignty. Allotment gardens generally consist of a small
piece of land between, often approximately 200-400 square meters in size. Japan
has developed a significant allotment system, in response to demand from large
urban populations and an intense competition for space. In Germany, small-scale
farmers and gardeners formed associations (like cooperatives) to help manage their
small plots. Communal management and water systems were established,
including requirements to attend regular meetings where association members
would report on progress towards their duties. Allotment associations in some
contexts have been shown to be an effective means for teaching and learning about
democracy.
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The Mexican Constitution of 1917 proclaimed that all land throughout Mexico would
either be Ejido (communal) or owned by Mexican nationals. The Ejido land was
given to every village in Mexico and could not be sold. The Ejido system of land
tenure combines communal ownership with individual use. In most cases the Ejido
land is divided into separate family holdings that cannot be sold, but can be passed
down to heirs. Cooperatively run Ejidos have shown positive economic results for
some Mexican farmers over the last decade. Del Cabo Farms, in Baja Mexico, is an
excellent example of how cooperatively run Ejidos can be economically viable and
environmentally sustainable. The Ejido farmers of Del Cabo work collectively to
market their produce on a much larger and economically viable scale throughout
the U.S. and Mexico. Today, Ejido land represents over 55% of cultivated land in
Mexico.
Kibbutz is the Hebrew word for “communal settlement”, and represents a
socioeconomic model based on the principles of joint ownership of property,
equality and cooperation of production, consumption and education. The first
kibbutzim were founded in the early 1900’s in the land that would become the State
of Israel. The kibbutz movement was founded on agriculture, and although
kibbutzim now manufacture many different products, including metals, plastics and
processed foods, agriculture remains a prominent source of income, as well as a
way of life for kibbutzim and their members. In some ways, the kibbutz movement
can be likened to the cooperative movement in other countries, in which the factors
of production are owned and controlled by those who provide the labor and depend
on the industries for their livelihood. Kibbutzim today continue to represent an
important force in Israel, both economically and socially. 33% of the country’s
produce and 6.3% of its manufactured goods are produced on kibbutz, while only
2.5% of Israel’s population lives on kibbutz.
Agricultural cooperatives in the U.S. are defined as user-owned and user-controlled
businesses from which benefits are derived and distributed equitably on the basis of
use. Marketing, supply and service cooperatives are the most common types of
agricultural cooperatives organized in the United States. Agricultural cooperatives
are designed to provide benefits to its members as users, not investors. While the
goal of agricultural cooperatives is not to generate a return on investment, they,
like all businesses, must cover costs and generate capital to cover expansion and
address contingencies. Agricultural cooperatives are present in nearly every stage
of food and fiber production, and have been part of U.S. agriculture for more than a
century. There are more than 4,000 agricultural cooperatives in the U.S., with a
total net income of nearly $2 billion and net business volume of more than $89
billion.
A single landowner that rents land to multiple tenant farmers on the same property
is a common arrangement, and one that may or may not require profit sharing or
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elements of sharecropping. This type of arrangement has recently gained greater
prominence in many rural communities across the U.S. as a way for limited
resource and immigrant farmers to obtain access to agricultural land.
Businesses known as agricultural brokers, grower/shippers, or simply investors,
provide for a modern day version of sharecropping, in which many inputs and
factors of production, including land, water, seeds, plants, fertilizers, pesticides,
markets, distribution channels, among others, are supplied or dictated to the
farmer by the broker, grower/shipper or investor. This type of arrangement
attempts to reduce the risks inherent in farming by streamlining the process of
production and sale, while at the same time, reducing the degree to which the
farmer participates in decision making.
Given the preliminary results of the Land Access Needs Survey, some derivation of
communal or collective access and management of agricultural land appears to be
an attractive alternative for limited resource, small and aspiring farmers to obtain
access to land. This alternative is being considered in the current context of
astronomical real estate prices, the need to protect agricultural and natural lands,
buffer urban growth boundaries, strengthen food security and sovereignty of local
communities, meet consumer demand for local, sustainably produced food, and
provide land access opportunities for established and aspiring farmers.
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Contemporary Models of Agricultural Parks
Research Methods
Bay Area Economics (BAE), Sustainable Agriculture Education (SAGE), Agriculture
and Land-Based Training Association (ALBA), and other team members, collected
initial suggestions for various types of agricultural preservation models that have
been used both domestically and internationally. These leads were expanded by
further online research and review of published materials, resulting in the Model
Summaries (see Tables 1 and 2). In consultation with SAGE, four of the identified
models were selected for further research, based on broad criteria and a desire to
highlight diverse approaches to the challenges and opportunities of the AgPark
concept. BAE then contacted each model’s lead sponsor, and conducted telephone
interviews to obtain information.
To complement this work and expand the understanding of potential funding
sources, BAE also conducted online research and telephone interviews to identify
additional funding opportunities.
AgPark Models
Appendix A.1 presents a broad inventory
of potential models, which reflect various
components of the AgPark concept.
These models are grouped by theme:
preservation of farmlands on the urban
edge, increased public access to and
education about food production, and
assistance to limited resource farmers.
Each example offers interesting aspects
that could be combined in the AgPark
concept to support these themes.
Models of Agricultural Education Centers
Appendix A. 2 presents eight additional models that are examples of agricultural
education centers, primarily in California. Agricultural Education Centers are farm
and natural reserve areas offering interpretive programming in order to educate the
general public and student groups about agricultural history, current trends, and
the agrarian lifestyle. The models selected cover a great range of possibilities—
from a 4,000 acre ranch with a small interpretive center, to a tiny 12.5 acre farm in
the heart of the urban Santa Barbara area—unified by their focus on educational
programming. This second set of models might inform additional interpretive
activities within or as a complement to the AgPark concept.
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Case Studies
Appendix B presents in-depth case studies selected to reflect strategies that
addressed at least one major aspect of the AgPark concept: preservation of
farmlands on the urban edge, increased public access to and education about food
production, and/or assistance to limited resource farmers. Further, the cases were
selected to reflect different sector’s responses to the goals inherent in the AgPark
concept, from private sector to government to non-profit/NGO. In addition, ALBA
provided case studies of two of its projects, the Rural Development Center and the
Farm Training and Research Center, both of which reflect strategies inherent in the
AgParks concept and are instructive for the development of the AgParks model.
Summary of Findings: Models and Case
Studies
The purpose of the models research and the case studies was to identify existing
projects which illustrated at least one and preferably several of the themes in the
AgParks concept: preservation of farmlands on the urban edge, assistance to
limited resource farmers, increased public access to and education about local food
production, and support for farmworker housing on the urban/rural edge. The
models and case studies presented above reflect a wide variety of innovative,
geographically and economically varied, responses to these themes.
Findings include the following:
Farmland Preservation/Retention
 Nearby/adjacent preserved farmland and/or open space are valuable amenities
to some homebuyers. This value can be used to compensate for seemingly high
agricultural land prices.
 If zoning allows for development, the price of agricultural easements is relatively
high.
 Conservation easements alone may not ensure that properties will be actively
farmed, and may need to be combined with incentives, program funding and/or
negotiated public access to be able to support ongoing agriculture.
Increased Public Access and Education
 Agricultural tourism and public access increase support for local farming projects
and public appreciation of agriculture.
 Collective operations and ownership seem to support project viability and
community investment in many cases.
Limited Resource Farmer Assistance to Land, Markets or Training
 Crucial to the success of small-scale agricultural projects are practices such as:
diversification, marketing, branding, reuse of obsolete farm facilities for tourist
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accommodations, value-added production, and internal purchasing of farm
products.
Projects utilizing a combination of affordable leases and structured, collaborative
marketing have been successful.

Farmworker Housing on the Rural/Urban Edge
 The land trust model presents a functional option to ensure that housing will
remain affordable and primarily for farm families. Federal funds may be
available for the development of affordable farmworker housing.
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PRODUCER NEEDS
Overview of Producer Trends
Agricultural production and the trends affecting small, limited resource producers
were analyzed using the 2002 Census of Agriculture. At first glace, this data does
not seem to paint a picture of opportunity for small-scale farmers.
The difficulties of the agricultural industry have affected
small-scale producers, including socially disadvantaged
farmers. Competition with growers in other parts of the
state, imports from Mexico, Central and South America, and
the rising cost of running a business, have taken their toll.
The 2002 Census of Agriculture – Preliminary Data Report
shows a nearly 10% decrease in the total number of farms in
California between 1997 and 2002, compared with a 4%
decrease nationally. The total acreage in agricultural
production during the same period dropped 4% in California,
compared with a 1.5% decrease nationally. The average
farm size during the 1997-2002 period grew in California
from 327 to 347 acres, compared with 431 to 441 nationally.
In California during the same period, the number of farms of
1-9 acres decreased nearly 20%, while the number of farms
of 10-49 acres decreased approximately 5%. Nationally, the
number of 1-9 acre farms noted a reduction of about 13%, but interestingly, the
number of 10-49 acre farms enjoyed an increase of 6%, for the same period.1
Except for this last figure, these statistics demonstrate a few significant trends,
which have long been feared, both nationally and in California. First, they show
that farms are becoming fewer in number. Second, they show that farmland is
being converted to alternative land uses, with reduced acreage under cultivation.
Third, this information shows that average farm size is becoming larger. Finally,
and most worrisome for socially disadvantaged farmers, especially in California, this
data demonstrates that the number farms of less than 50 acres is decreasing at
alarming rates.
While the 2002 Census of Agriculture paints a gloomy picture for agriculture in
general, there are areas that offer hope. Both at the national level and in
California, the number of Spanish, Hispanic or Latino (SHL) Operators has enjoyed
significant increases. In California, the number of SHL principal operators increased
1

www.nass.usda.gov/census/census02/preliminary
/cenpre02.pdf
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45%, from 5,347 in 1997 to 7,771 in 2002. The All Operator category2, which
includes up to 3 operators per farm, shows 12,083 SHL operators in 2002,
representing nearly 10% of Total Operators in the state. Nationally, SHL principal
operators grew 51% for the same period, while the All Operators category
registered 72,329, representing only 2% of Total Operators in the country.
These Census of Agriculture figures paint an
alarming picture of U.S. agriculture in which small
farms (whether categorized by size or farm sales)
are decreasing in numbers, yet farm operators of
Spanish, Hispanic or Latino descent, those most
likely to operate small farms, are increasing.
Compared with other demographic groups,
Hispanic farmers have a higher proportion of
“very small farms” (less than $10,000 Farm
Sales) and a high proportion of “small farms”
(less than $250,000 Farm Sales). The share of high-value specialty crops produced
by SHL farmers is much higher than for U.S. farms overall. Only 12% of SHL
farmers specialized in traditional commodity crops such as corn and grain.3 This
situation begs the question of what the future holds for small, limited resource,
socially disadvantaged and beginning farmers in California and the U.S. Are they
entering a particular sector of an industry that is only destined to continue to
contract? Will there be land available to meet their demand?
As reflected in recent figures issued by the Social Sciences Institute of the Natural
Resources Conservation Service, limited resource and beginning farmers, as
classified by USDA, represent a significant proportion of total farmers in the Central
Coast region of California. In Monterey County alone, out of a total of 1,209 farms,
672 (56%) are considered limited resource, having less than $100,000 in annual
sales. Moreover, 390 (32%) of the total number of farms are considered beginning
farmers or ranchers, with less than 10 years experience on their present farm. In
Santa Cruz County the figures are similar – out of a total of 722 farms, 507 (70%)
are considered limited resource, while 222 (31%) are operated by beginning
farmers or ranchers. San Benito County, with 722 total farms, demonstrates
equally significant numbers of limited resource farmers (441 or, 79%) and
beginning farmers and ranchers (185 or, 33%).4 In an environment of budget cuts
and increasing demand for the products which these farmers produce, there is a

2

2002 was the first year this category existed,
thus there is no comparative data.
3
Ibid.
4

www.ssi.nrcs.usda.gov/CustomData/dataLRF.html.
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clear need for greater outreach and technical assistance to this audience, a need
which is simply not met through traditional extension services.
Given the high (and increasing) proportion of small, limited resource and socially
disadvantaged farmers in the Central Coast region, and the tendency for such
farmers to be farming the most marginal land, it is in the best interest of society to
provide long-term land access opportunities to these farmers. Such long-term
access would provide some stability to these micro and small enterprises that
provide jobs and contribute to the local economy. In addition, long-term tenancy
arrangements, whether through leasing or ownership, would provide the farmer
with incentives to invest in caring for the land and related natural resources. Just
like any other capital investment, farmers require their investments in the soil and
the land to depreciate over time, in order to motivate them to make the
investments in the first place, and capture the value of those investments over
time. What is certainly clear from analysis of this data is that those farmer
demographic groups that have historically had the most difficulty in accessing land
and obtaining long-term tenure are also those groups whose populations are
growing, particularly in California, but also in other parts of the country.

Methodology to Test Producer Interest in AgParks
First Wave Survey of Producers
An important objective of the Feasibility Study was to determine the potential
demand among agricultural producers for land access offered by an AgPark
concept. Initially, the methodology utilized to determine demand was planned to
be through the application of a survey instrument to underserved specialty crop
producers to determine their land access needs, their resources for obtaining access
to land, and other related factors. Given the project resources, 50 producers were
targeted to participate in the survey. The respondents were identified through
contacts with formal and informal groups of farmers in Northern and Central
California. The survey was developed by ALBA, with input from project partners
and other interested individuals and organizations (survey instrument in Appendix).
During the winter of 2003-2004, the survey was administered to 39 producers, and
results were compiled and analyzed to determine patterns in land access needs and
the resources available to facilitate access for target producers.
Second Wave Survey of Producers and
Aspiring Producers
During the spring and early summer, potential AgParks sites that would be included
in the feasibility study were identified. The project team determined that instead of
applying the original survey instrument to complete the predetermined number of
50 respondents, it would be beneficial to determine demand for specific sites. In
order to do this, SAGE developed a new survey instrument, with specific
DRAFT 1.6.05
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information about each site included (survey instrument in Appendix). However,
the exact locations of the sites were not identified to the survey respondents, to
protect the privacy of the current landowners.
Surveys were distributed by SAGE, ALBA and
California FarmLink to their farmer constituents,
including: UC Cooperative Extension County
Directors for Santa Clara, Santa Cruz, Alameda
and San Benito Counties; West Oakland Food
Project; and UCSC Agro-ecology Apprenticeship
Program (to be distributed to current and former
apprentices). For specific audiences, surveys
were translated into Spanish. A total of 12
responses to the second wave survey were obtained.

Survey Results
First Wave Survey Results
Farmer respondents are committed to making their living as independent farmers.
 85% of respondents stated that farming was their primary occupation.
 70% of respondents stated that farming was their primary source of income.
 80% of respondents do not supplement their farm income with off-farm sources
– these can be considered full time farmers.
 All respondents identified with at least one of the following farmer
classifications, as defined by the U.S. Department of Agriculture:
o Specialty Crop Producers
o Limited Resource Farmers
o Small Farmers
o Traditionally Underserved Farmers
o Socially Disadvantaged Farmers
o Aspiring/Beginning Farmers
 More than 60% of respondents have 10 or more years of farming experience.
 The average farming experience among respondents was 10+ years.
Respondents are currently farming 1 to 200 acres
 56% are farming 10 acres or less.
 15% are farming 11-100 acres.
 29% are farming 101-200 acres.
 The vast majority of respondents uses sustainable practices (including organic
and integrated pest management) and sells through direct marketing outlets
(such as farmers markets, direct to retail, farm stands, restaurants, institutions
and CSAs).
The respondents expressed strong support for the idea of an AgPark
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19










75% of respondents stated that they would be interested and willing to farm on
the urban edge, in a collective situation (this is how an AgPark is defined in the
survey).
67% of respondents were supportive of controlled public access and educational
goals for the Park.
Some hybrid of a homeowner’s association was the preferred management
structure expressed by the majority of respondents.
30% of respondents would prefer to own their own land in an AgPark situation.
18% would seek a long term (5+ years) lease in an AgPark.
50% would seek a 1-3 year lease in an AgPark arrangement.
Respondents seek acreage from 1 to 100 acres, with the vast majority seeking
5-20 acres.

Housing is of utmost importance to respondents
 Housing for the farmer was rated as Very Important by 90% of respondents.
 Housing for workers was rated as Very Important by 67% of respondents.
There is a perception among respondents that access to farmland is limited
 59% of respondents believe access to good, affordable farmland is limited.
A lack of savings, lack of access to capital, and lack of a business plan appear to be
barriers for the farmer respondents to grow their businesses
 72% of respondents do not have sufficient savings for a down payment on land
or to purchase necessary equipment or infrastructure.
 59% of respondents do not have a business plan in place.
 Respondents expressed a nearly unanimous desire for on-site infrastructure
such as post-harvest, warehouse and sales facilities, fencing, access to an
irrigation well, roads, and renewable energy sources.
 Amenities desired include natural features, landscaped edges and hedgerows.
Although the need for education and technical assistance were not addressed in the
survey, it is an issue that came up on numerous occasions as the survey was being
administered. It appears, based this anecdotal information, that assistance in crop
selection, production, and business planning and administration, would be beneficial
to those surveyed.
Second Wave Survey Results
The second wave of surveys tested producer interest for specific sites under
analysis for this report; however, due to the need to maintain landowner
confidentiality, the sites could only generally be described to the survey
respondents. The second wave yielded only 12 responses; thus, the findings are
not quantified herein. The second wave approach suggested that further research
with specific site identification and site attributes/costs would need to be
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undertaken. It may be best to further explore producer needs and interests by
conducting focus groups of potential AgPark tenants, where specific information
could be discussed and issues explored in-depth.
Farmer Case Studies
Some of the farmers that may be represented in the above statistics are described
below.
Amparo Martínez is a native of Mexico. He graduated from ALBA’s PEPA (Small
Farmer Education Program) in 1999 and has been farming full time ever since. He
was one of the founding members of the now defunct AMO Cooperative (Asociación
de Mercadeo Orgánico, or Organic Marketing Association), which was started by a
group of Rural Development Center (RDC)5 graduates in 1998. Currently Amparo
farms 16 acres at the RDC, cultivating strawberries, celery, romaine lettuce,
zucchini, cilantro, and other cool season crops. He employs 8 of his 12 children in
the family farming business. He sells largely to a local broker, but has begun to
diversify his marketing outlets at the suggestion and encouragement of ALBA.
Héctor Mora is a native of Mexico. He graduated from the PEPA program in 2002
and has been farming at the RDC since that time. Héctor exemplifies the model of
a small-scale organic farmer that grows a great
diversity of crops and sells through an equally
diverse range of marketing outlets. Héctor
currently cultivates 3 acres at the RDC. Some of
the crops that Héctor has grown with great
success include lemon cucumbers, cilantro, sweet
peas, snow peas, green beans, zucchini and
tomatillos. Héctor is currently fighting to
maintain his legal residence status in the U.S.
The future of his farm here will depend largely on
the decision soon to be taken by the U.S.
Immigration and Naturalization Service.
Domitila Martínez is a native of El Salvador. She graduated from the PEPA program
in 1999 and has been farming full time at the RDC since that time. Domitila is a
woman in a position that is more typically filled by men, although increasingly
women are following this path. Domitila is currently cultivating 6 acres at the RDC.
Domitila has specialized largely in strawberries, although she also grows a wide

5

ALBA’s Rural Development Center (RDC) was founded in 1985 as a “farmworker-tofarmer” training center, by the Association for Community Based Education (ACBE), a
Washington, DC based non-profit organization. For more information on the RDC, refer to
the case study presented in Appendix B.
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variety of cool season crops. Domitila has been extremely determined in opening
marketing outlets to local supermarkets. She has been successful in maintaining
an unusual relationship directly with an individual Whole Foods Market, while most
purchasing for the company now takes place through a centralized purchasing and
distribution system. She has been able to do this by offering a diversity of high
quality, in-season crops demanded by local consumers.
Martín Pérez is a native of Mexico. He graduated from the PEPA program in 2003.
During his first year in ALBA’s farm incubator program, Martín experimented with
more than 30 crops. With this diversity, he was able to establish his own CSA,
servicing family and friends with a box of fresh produce on a weekly basis, all
produced on only ½ acre. Martín is a schoolteacher by day, but is determined to
have farming be a part of his life. Martín and his experience has been an extremely
powerful tool in showing other students and participants what is possible with such
little time and land. Planning and prioritization are two of the most important tools,
which Martín has used to his advantage to be able to produce so much, with so
little.
While most of this discussion has focused on regional trends, there is certainly a
growing significance of immigrant farmers at the national level. This growth
prompted the formation of the National Immigrant Farming Initiative, an initiative
of Heifer Project International and other partners, which strengthens the capacity of
immigrants to farm successfully. ALBA is just one of a growing number of
Immigrant Farming Projects around the country that are providing support to this
increasingly important farmer demographic group that is adding vitality to the
agricultural sector. In the Central Coast region of California, land access is a major
barrier to immigrant farmer start-ups and success, as is the case in other parts of
the country.
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IDENTIFICATION OF POTENTIAL AGPARK SITES
Methodology To Identify Sites for Feasibility Analysis
The Agricultural Parks project has focused site selection on farmland threatened by
urbanization in the San Francisco Bay Area. Phase I of the process began with a
wide sample of possible AgPark sites within this region, which were narrowed to the
two for further feasibility analysis.
The original target area included Fresno County
and the Greater Bay Area, with an emphasis on
the East Bay and the South Bay, including
Monterey County. The initial criteria for possible
AgPark locations included sites with the potential
to satisfy the needs of/provide land access for
target producers, create a stable urban edge, and
also support desirable characteristics of
previously collected models. Additionally, key
considerations included: farming-friendly
regulations, zoning, and land value; interest of
financial and/or program partners; and land with
prime soils, good water supply, significant natural features, agricultural
infrastructure, and potential for housing. Public land (e.g. land already protected
from urbanization) was considered in cases where it would satisfy the purpose of
land access. Varied potential locations were collected, which would allow the
selection of sites for feasibility studies across a range of parameters and values
(e.g. public/private land; housing included and not; lease vs. ownership; etc.).
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Summary of Site Screen
The following chart explains the 16 sites initially considered by the study, and their
status and expressed levels of interest.
CONTRA COSTA COUNTY
Site

Status

Brentwood: 50-acre site in
a corner of the previous
Cowell Ranch, a 3,000-acre
property including historic
ranch that was recently
purchased by CA State
Parks. Site, currently leased
for an orchard, is bordered
by City of Brentwood on one
side and by Brentwood Ag
Core on another side.

Developing a general plan for the Cowell Ranch Park is the top
planning priority for the Bay Sector, CA State Parks, in FY 0405. The Bay Sector Superintendent views the concept of an
AgPark as interesting potential use, possibly developed in
conjunction with the planned historic interpretive site at the
ranch and extended as a use into the contiguous protected Ag
Core. He suggests investigation of the Citrus Museum and
Park in Riverside County, as being instructive to the AgPark
concept. He encourages our full participation in the public
aspect of the planning process.
The City of Brentwood has recently created an Ag Land Trust
and Ag Enterprise Committee, both of which are actively
cooperating with the AgPark team to further investigate the
Cowell Ranch site and to identify additional sites.

East Bay Regional Park
District (EBRPD) site in
Delta area, east of
Brentwood 250 acres

Site was purchased for development of delta access for landand water- based recreation opportunities and is currently
actively farmed. Master plan for the site has not yet been
created. However, EBRPD considers ongoing agriculture that
also encompasses public access and recreation opportunities
to be a potential component of ultimate park plan.

MARIN COUNTY
St. Vincent – Silveira
Property: Novato.
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A several hundred-acre property in a prime location bordering
both agriculture and developed areas, and hotly contended for
by both uses. Proposed by Ellie Rilla, County Director, UC
Cooperative Extension. The team considered this to be an
unlikely AgPark site due to high land value, development
pressure, and local politics. However, the Marin Agricultural
Land Trust (MALT) is applying for funds to do a feasibility
study for an educational facility on the site and suggests that
an AgPark could be a complementary use.
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SONOMA COUNTY
Laguna Farm 80-acre 3rd
generation farm in
Sebastopol

Farm operator is seeking ideas for overall business structures
that will unify the multiple enterprises and sub- leases
currently in effect on the farm. This property was identified by
Steve Schwartz, ED of California FarmLink, as one of several
potential sites in Sonoma County.

SAN MATEO COUNTY
Properties owned by and/or
with agricultural
conservation easements
with the Peninsula Open
Space Trust (POST):
Johnston Ranch, Rancho
Corale de Tierra in Montara,
Cloverdale Ranch near
Pigeon Point.

These sites were proposed by POST as well suited to the
AgParks planning framework. However, all of these sites
require a several year planning horizon, since they are
variously complicated by limited water (an issue facing much
of the San Mateo County coast and currently in negotiation),
unfinished planning, and/or interest on the part of a current
POST tenant farmer in expanding operations into the site.

Site

Status

Cascade Ranch Historic
Farm (CRHF) 418-acre farm
is a state historic site and is
owned and operated by a
nonprofit.

CRHF offers an opportunity to combine active farming, historic
preservation, environmental and agricultural education, and
habitat protection. There is interest in the potential of an
AgPark, with a primary market being ag tourism that is
developing on the coast. However, such a use would require
resolution of the problem of insufficient water, which plagues
the current farming operation, and would compromise other
uses such as AgParks.

Elkus Youth Ranch, a 600acre property 5 miles south
of Half Moon Bay, donated
to UC and operated as an
educational/conference
facility

This facility would like to expand educational offerings but has
a shrinking budget. There is some interest in exploring the
inclusion of an AgPark.

SANTA CLARA COUNTY
Martial Cottle Park. ~290acre farm in incorporated
San Jose, donated by the
Lester family to the Santa
Clara County Parks and
Recreation Department
(SCCPRD)
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The donation agreement requires the inclusion of a public
historic agricultural park. Additional allowable uses include:
agricultural leases, farmers’ market, produce stands,
educational programs related to agriculture, and passive
recreational uses such as picnic facilities. The SCCPRD
supports an AgParks feasibility study as an element that can
be incorporated into the park master plan, which will
commence in a year or so.
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Coyote Valley Greenbelt
~3,500 acres with approx.
50% of land active ag.

This area is designated as a Greenbelt in the General Plans of
Santa Clara County and the Cities of San Jose and Morgan
Hill. These agencies are seeking ways to retain agriculture as
one of the uses in the Greenbelt. The City of San Jose is
currently preparing the Coyote Valley Specific Plan for the
northern part of the valley.

Sobrato Property. Coyote
Valley, ~124 acres east of
Monterey Hwy. Comprised
of City of San Jose open
space, and a Morgan Hill
high school with a
significant agriculture
program.

Morgan Hill planning manager Jim Rowe suggested that a
small AgPark could be a possible adjunct use next to the high
school. He wants to know more about AgParks as a possible fit
for other Morgan Hill urban edge properties.

Coyote Valley Parkway
Under auspices of SCCPRD

A master plan will shortly be started for this 2200-acre
parkway. If an AgPark pencils out on the Cottle/Lester Farm,
SCCPRD might consider exploring an AgPark in this area.

ALAMEDA COUNTY
Pleasanton. ~300-acre
city-owned site along
Burnell road being
developed as a housing
buffer and for recreation.

An SF landscape architecture firm, is a finalist for this design
contract. They are interested in both a small AgPark
(~7+acres) in the final build-out and in leases of larger plots
during the 5-10 year build out phase. Project requires an
agricultural component.

Sunol Water Temple
property
250-acre site, owned by
SFPUC; planned use as a
gravel quarry is being
contested

PUC is not receptive to an AgPark concept on the site, but is
encouraging us to explore others of their sites including
extensive rights-of-way.

Ardenwood Historic Park
includes a 75-acre farm in
addition to historic park

EBRPD has expressed interest in exploring the option of an
AgPark such that it complements the vision and business plan
for Ardenwood. The current tenant farmer is skeptical, but
can also see some potential advantages down the road.

Firebreak buffer 26 miles
by 300-500 feet wide at
edge of park near
residential areas.

EBRPD maintains this strip of land in “green” planting at
considerable expense as a firebreak. Wonders if it could be
farmed instead.

FRESNO COUNTY
AFT-owned site: on the
outskirts of Fresno,
currently farmed by new
immigrant farmers.
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California FarmLink had suggested that AFT might be
interested in an AgParks concept. However, AFT is now selling
the land to an unknown buyer, so the site is no longer under
consideration.
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The above examples reflect a range of opportunities in which the Urban Edge
Agricultural Parks model might be further developed, as well as challenges to the
possible establishment of such parks. Through the investigation of these sites, the
following trends and findings emerged:
Opportunities:
 Land owned by public agencies is most prevalent in the above examples, and
public agencies have been most responsive to the AgPark concept. Additional
sites are owned by farmland trusts and preserves, or are privately owned.
 Many of the opportunities above emerged from planning processes for
public/open spaces. In some cases, non-traditional spaces are being reevaluated for agricultural potential: rights-of-way, firebreaks, combined
agriculture/recreation areas.
 In response to increased urban sprawl, growing support for non-urban buffers
and agricultural preservation in the Bay Area has included mandates for
agriculture/green space in some development projects.
 In alignment with trends toward innovative small-scale agriculture and niche
marketing, the AgPark model is of interest to those seeking to develop effective
collaborative agricultural enterprise and sub-leasing programs.
Challenges:
 The high value of urban edge land in the Bay Area can make costs prohibitive to
agriculture.
 Development pressures and local politics create a climate with a low
prioritization of agricultural land use.
 Length of planning process has been a consideration in site selection, as a
number of the potential sites may or may not be available after longer-term
planning and legislative considerations.
 Alternately, rapid sales and development prevent the consideration of more
unconventional and innovative planning processes, such as the AgPark model.
 Water and resource allotment is a challenge in the Bay Area as with everywhere
in California.

Selection of Feasibility Study Sites
From the 16 sites in the initial screen described above, two sites were selected for
further analysis of AgPark feasibility: Martial Cottle Park in San Jose, Santa Clara
County; and Ardenwood Historic Farm in Fremont, Alameda County. Both are
under the jurisdiction of regional parks agencies. A third area, the Coyote Valley
Greenbelt, was also explored in the context of SAGE’s participation on the Coyote
Valley Specific Planning Team. This participation included the production of the
Coyote Valley Greenbelt Research report, which is expected to be available to the
public in spring, 2005.
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Currently at various stages of agricultural use and/or development, and with
different potentials for housing and agricultural operation-types, these two sites
were chosen for their range and diversity as well as for their operating agency’s
individual receptiveness to the AgParks Feasibility Study process.
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MARTIAL COTTLE PARK FEASIBILITY STUDY
Martial Cottle Park, located in San Jose, is a 290-acre undeveloped parcel of land
under the jurisdiction of the Santa Clara County Parks and Recreation Department.
This flat valley land has been in continuous agricultural production by the
Cottle/Lester family for the past 150 years, even while suburbia grew up all around
it and the country road on its edge became a busy freeway. The parcel was
recently deeded to Santa Clara County by the Lester family, under a set of
conditions requiring that it remain in agriculture
and that it offer agricultural education. This
Agricultural Park Feasibility Study will inform the
County Park Department’s pending Master Plan
for this site.

Context
History
One of the few remaining pieces of San Jose’s
rich agricultural history, Martial Cottle Park is a
glimpse of what was known—prior to being called
Silicon Valley—as the “Valley of the Heart’s Delight.” The property was originally
part of the Bernal family’s extensive Rancho Santa Teresa. In 1864 it was
purchased by Edward Cottle who then deeded 350 acres to his son, Martial Cottle.
Martial Cottle used the property for cattle, grain, and row crops, leaving it to his
daughter, Ethel Cottle, who envisioned it someday preserved for public use, under
her father’s name. The property has been continually farmed by the Cottle family
and its descendants up to today. In 2003, Ethel’s children, Edith and Walter Lester,
transferred the site to the State and County, under the condition that it remain in
agriculture, and serve as an educational facility keeping farming traditions alive.
At present, Martial Cottle Park falls under the jurisdiction of Santa Clara County
Parks and Recreation Department, which currently operates 27 parks encompassing
approximately 45,000 acres. These parks are generally more than 200 acres in
size, and many include points of historical interest. The mission of the SCC Parks
and Recreation Department is: “to provide, protect, and preserve regional
parklands for the enjoyment, education and inspiration of this and future
generations.”6
Site Description
Currently, the property is home to Walter Lester, for whom thirty-two acres are
reserved as a life estate. The remaining land has been transferred to the State of
6

http://www.parkhere.org/site/0,4760,sid%253D12761,00.html
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California (136.52 acres), and to Santa Clara County (151.023 acres). The
homestead area is also designated to eventually become a part of Martial Cottle
Park. The Santa Clara County Parks and Recreation Department will manage the
park.
Flat, fertile land with a high water table, Martial
Cottle Park has been farmed since the land was
acquired by the Cottle/Lester family. During the
past 138 years, the family has used the land for
orchards, row crops, livestock, grasses and
grains. At times, tenants have farmed the land
as well. Currently, Walter Lester leases to one
farmer, who is growing wheat, barley, pumpkins,
some vegetables, and an orchard, all to supply an
on-site farm stand. Much of the land is currently
fallow.
At present, the entire property is fenced, within which the life estate is fenced as
well. The property includes a stately historic house, barns, and historical farm
equipment from throughout the site’s past. There are four wells on the property,
and internal dirt roads. Currently there is no public access to the land.
The site has several soil types. In the east is a fair soil that has been successfully
farmed with a variety of crops and orchards. In the center is an area of poor soils
that has proven to best serve as animal pasture or for grain crops. In the
southwest is an area of rich, fertile soil. Three wells are located on the site and
have been used for farm irrigation.
City/Regional Context
Martial Cottle Park is framed by San Jose, at the core of Silicon Valley. California’s
third largest city, and the largest in the Bay Area, San Jose has a diverse population
of over 926,000. The majority of residents are Asian, Hispanic, or White, with each
of these categories making up approximately 30% of the whole. African American
and other groups make up 5.9% of the population. San Jose’s median income is
$76,181— among the highest in the United States for a major city. 7
The neighborhoods surrounding Martial Cottle Park are made up of suburban-type
developments, condominiums, and shopping centers. Nearly adjacent to the park
are a school and a senior center.

7

http://www.sanjoseca.gov/about.html
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Median household income in the neighborhoods adjacent to Martial Cottle Park
ranges from $56,855 to $119,046, with Martial Cottle’s census tract having a
median household income of $73,631. The average value of the majority of houses
in the area fell in the $300,000-$500,000 range in 20008, and is likely 30% or more
higher today.
Programs
Martial Cottle offers the opportunity to expand San Jose’s active community
gardening program, which echoes demand for green and garden spaces in the city.
Begun in 1977, there are currently 18 community gardens in San Jose, and 3
additional gardens in the process of being created. Currently, 855 gardeners
participate in the program. These gardeners have plots ranging from 400 to 780
square feet, for which they pay yearly fees ranging from $15 through $100.
Virtually all of San Jose’s gardens have waiting lists, ranging from 5 to 25 names,
with very slow turnover rates—the fastest being a few years.
San Jose’s high incomes and diverse urban population indicate both a potential
market for fresh, local produce, and a demand for specialty and niche crops.
Farmers’ Markets are a growing trend in San Jose, with seven current markets,
including this year’s new market at the Mexican Heritage Plaza. The nearest
farmers’ markets are approximately 5 and 7 miles away from Martial Cottle Park—
the Willow Glen and Blossom Hill markets, respectively. Farmers selling on-site
would have limited neighborhood competition, but also the additional opportunity to
sell at other farmers’ markets within easy driving distance.

8

http://www.sanjoseca.gov/planning/census/data.html
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AgPark Concept
The concept for the Martial Cottle Agricultural Park combines
educational/interpretive elements and community recreation and gardening
opportunities with productive small-scale agriculture. Combining the conditions set
out by the deed (requiring low-intensity recreation and
a primary focus on agricultural historical education),
with the increasing demand from small farmers for
affordable farmland, the AgPark model addresses both
the needs of new and immigrant farmers, as well as
the urban community seeking education, recreation,
fresh produce, and an experience of greenery. The
plan for this site affords a balance between
educational, recreational and agricultural uses.
Design Considerations
 Life Estate: Approximately 34 acres in the
southeast corner of the site are set aside as the life
estate and residence of Mr. Lester. This plan
assumes that there will be an interim condition
when the park will function without the use of the life estate, but that the full
program will be developed once the life estate reverts to the park9.
 Natural Resources: The site consists of three distinct soil types. In the east is a
fair soil that has been successfully farmed with a variety of crops and orchards.
In the center is an area of poor soils that has historically proven to best serve as
animal pasture or for grain crops. In the southwest is an area of rich, fertile
soil. These soil types have informed the proposed farm lot and pasture layout.

9

Deed restrictions include the following:
“No part of property shall be used for high intensity, organized recreational uses such as
athletic fields, playgrounds, tot lots, swimming pools, play courts, amusement rides or
similar uses, nor as a repository for historic structures that are relocated from other sites.
Property shall be used exclusively as a public historical park that informs and educates the
public about agricultural heritage of Santa Clara Valley, as exemplified by the Martial Cottle
family, dating from 1850s to the 20th century. Property may be used for passive
recreational activities such as picnic facilities, trails and other low intensity uses that may be
indicated to the primary historical and educational purposes of the park and for interpretive,
passive recreational, agricultural education and research and commercial uses that are
reasonably related to the history of farming in the Santa Clara Valley. Commercial uses
such as agricultural leases, produce stands, community gardens, farmer’s markets,
interpretive programs or similar uses may be allowed if reasonably related to the primary
historical purpose of the park. County agrees not to build or allow competing vegetable
stands.”
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Relationship to surrounding neighborhood: Pedestrian connections to the
surrounding neighborhood are proposed. The senior center in the northwest
provides potential connections. Landscape buffers along the north and west
provide visual separation from the neighborhood, but, more importantly, provide
for connections via a recreational trail network.
Costs: The plan assumes that the Agricultural Park—as a distinct entity from
Martial Cottle Park as a whole—would cover its own costs. Parks and Recreation
would provide organizational structure and AgPark staff if the AgPark provided
funds for the staff position(s).

Recreation
The AgPark plan for Martial Cottle assumes that SCC Parks and Recreation would
facilitate educational and interpretive elements, which would be concentrated in the
homestead area—with barns, the historical house, and gardens serving as the sites
for various programming. Passive recreational elements—such as riding and
running trails--would be incorporated throughout the site.
The plan incorporates the following recreational elements:
 Trails: Approximately 23,000 linear feet of multi-use (walking, jogging, biking,
and equestrian) trails.
 Park: Approximately 9 acres of park space, including picnic areas. Passive
recreation only (no playing fields or sports facilities).
 Horseback riding: Multi-use trails accommodatee horseback riding, while a corral
and stable would be located at the central animal facility.
Consumer Demand &
Commercial/Concessions:
The concept includes the following concessions, located in the central “homestead”
area:
 Market/Produce stand: Approximately 1 acre along Snell Avenue. Access from
Snell Avenue and parking are provided for the market.
 Bed and Breakfast/Restaurant: Proposed for historic farmhouse after life estate
becomes part of the park.
 Event Space, lawn, gazebo: Available for weddings and other events.
Agricultural Operations
The outlying acres would be parceled into 5-20 acre farm plots to be leased at
affordable rates to farmers, with shared management and amenities (such as
tractors). Leasing farmers might undertake a range of activities, from general,
intensive vegetable production to specialty crops, orchards, and small livestock
operations. The infrastructure already on-site provides the possibility of small
greenhouse and value-added operations, as well. Leases of AgPark plots might run
from 1-10 years, with the possibility of renewal.
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The concept is comprised of the following elements:
 Farm Plots: 175 acres total. This is broken into 40 acres of small lots (3-7.5
acres), most of which correspond to the richest soils; 107 acres of medium-sized
lots (8-14 acres), and 28 acres of large lots (17 – 32.5 acres).
 Animal Husbandry/Equestrian: 65 acres of pasture, plus approximately 6 acres
of corrals and barns. Part of the corral and barn space would be 4-H, Girl Scout,
or other institutional demonstration or research facilities.
 Farm Equipment Storage: Approximately .4 acres are dedicated to farm
equipment storage, to be shared among the farmers. Cooperative ownership
and rental are options.
 Farm Service Routes: 11,000 linear feet of farm service routes, sized and
constructed for farm equipment, provide access to all of the farm plots.
 Community Gardens: 5 acres of community gardens are proposed on the
western edge of the park, adjacent to the senior center. Residents of the senior
center and neighborhood would use these gardens.
 Farmer Housing: Approximately 2.5 acres is designated for farmer housing.
Different densities and housing types are possible, with the number of units
determined by economic factors. As an example, the Conceptual Site Plan
shows 7 duplexes on the site. The housing is accessible by Chynoweth Avenue
and would be connected to the existing urban service infrastructure.
Public Access
 Entry Feature/Main Entry Road: A new 1,500-foot-long entry road is proposed
from Branham Lane to the central 4-H/Girl Scout exhibit area. This area would
serve as the central activity zone, and this
entry road would serve as the main entry until
the life estate is turned over to the park, at
which point the main entry would be off of
Snell Avenue.
 Neighborhood Connections: Entries to the park
along the north, west, and south sides are
proposed. These would serve pedestrians and
bicyclists visiting the park from the adjacent
neighborhoods. The entries could be gated to
address security concerns.
Educational and Other Facilities
Facilitated by SCC Parks and Recreation, or concessionaires, with potential
programmatic linkages to on-site agricultural operations, the following educational
facilities are a part of the concept for Martial Cottle Park:
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Education/Research Center: 4-H, Girl Scout, or other institutional education or
research facilities are incorporated into the animal husbandry area. (Plots for
crop research would be taken out of the farm plots described above.)
Demonstration garden: A demonstration garden space is included in the life
estate area.
Equipment museum: An existing barn and/or equipment shed would be
converted into the equipment museum. There is currently a wealth of historic
farm equipment on the site, which should be cleaned up and displayed.
Visitors’ Center: Part of the historic farmhouse or another historic building would
be converted into the Visitors’ Center, which would contain basic information
about the agricultural operations, and could be a starting point for tours of the
park.
Large Group Gathering Space: A group picnic area is designated. A pavilion
could be incorporated into this area. School groups, summer camps, and other
groups would use these spaces.
Parking: Two parking areas are proposed. Approximately 50 short-term spaces
are proposed for the produce market off of Snell Avenue, while approximately
120 spaces are proposed near the central activity zone for park visitors.
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Management and Development
Role of Santa Clara County Parks and Recreation Department
The AgPark plan for Martial Cottle assumes that the Parks Department would
contract for and partner in the development and operation of the AgPark as the
major component of the overall Martial Cottle Park. The Parks Department would
directly manage recreational, interpretive, and educational components. An
overarching plan would foster maximum synergy between the AgPark and other
Park components.
Interim Phase
The interim phase, which will take place during the Parks Department’s
development of a master plan for the site, will provide an opportunity to establish
the agricultural capability of the land.
There are two general approaches to the interim phase of the Martial Cottle AgPark.
If implementation of the master plan is likely to entail significant grading and other
soil disturbances, research and development of the land should be minimal, limited
to some soil testing, dry farming of a hay crop, and documentation of obvious soil,
water, and drainage issues. However, if implementation of the Master Plan is likely
to entail minimal grading and other soil disturbances, research and development of
the land could be more extensive. This more extensive approach could involve
contracting with a researcher to make cover crop recommendations, conduct soil
tests, monitor various physical conditions, and map and document these conditions.
Some of these activities may be conducted as part of the master plan’s EIR.
It is assumed that during overall park master planning, a business plan for the
AgParks component would be developed.
Development
There would be several major aspects to the development of the AgPark.
Soil Remediation, transition to organic certification, and layout
 Due to its proximity to residential areas, the plan assumes that the entire
operation would be certified organic. Engaging an individual familiar with the
organic farming of multiple crops on a larger scale, in an urban setting, could
facilitate the initial phase of development of the property.
 Since most of the property has not been actively farmed in some time, there
would be some trial and error determining the capabilities of the different soil
types, applications of initial soil amendments would be required, and the
reduction of the weed seed reservoir by cultivation would help maintain and
enhance the lease value of the fields.
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Other physical development activities would include surveying, grading, and field
division

Establishment of Basic Infrastructure
 It may be possible to have the property farmed as the design and infrastructure
are being developed.
 Development of an irrigation system - Irrigation water would be provided to
individual farmers through a common pipeline system from one or more central
well.
 Development of pathways, roads, fencing, security elements, and landscaping.
 Establishment of a small AgPark office.
Development of Amenities
 Construction of an on-site restaurant and
farm sales outlet would be an important
aspect of this AgPark as a ready market for
the farmers. This facility could include cold
storage and utilities for basic processing. It
could also include an office with cubicles for
tenants.
 Rehabilitating the historic house to generate
revenue through event rentals will be a key
component of supporting the overall financial
operations of the AgPark.
 Construction of a commercial kitchen could provide opportunities for farmers to
create value-added products.
 Inclusion of an agritourism component, such as accommodations and rooms for
classes and meetings, could further enhance lease revenues.
The portions of the park that are dedicated to public displays, picnic areas, paths,
playgrounds and parking, would be the responsibility of the Parks Department. All
of the usual staffing, operations and maintenance of the public facilities and
portions of the park not leased to tenants would be handled by the Parks
Department.
Capital Costs
Total capital costs to establish the infrastructure of the agricultural component of
the park will depend on the initial survey of the land, the desired configuration,
access, and drainage of the fields, irrigation system and roads. Assuming an
agronomic model of initial development, suitable quantity and quality of irrigation
water, acceptance of the ‘best fit’ option for grading and drainage, no tile drain
system and minimal seasonal field roadways, an estimate of the basic initial
infrastructure costs would be $200,000-$300,000.
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Beyond the capital costs for the initial infrastructure there would be need for capital
expenditures for any buildings or structures that would be leased to tenants, some
office space and equipment for management, grounds and maintenance equipment
and storage structures.
Management and Operations
The level of management required of this AgPark will depend on the number of
tenants and is expected to increase over time. In general, the management
responsibilities would consist of the following:
 AgPark Operational Management.
 Tenant and lease management, including tenant recruitment, any coordination
of tenant crop mix, management of farm stand and kitchen space, and monthly
billing of tenants for water and supplies.
 Organic certification/practices monitoring.
 In-kind service and trade management.
 Equipment management.
 Dispute & adjacencies management.
 Oversight of grounds and maintenance crews associated with the leased
property.
 AgPark Housing Management.
 Security & Equipment Management (fencing, crop security, etc.)
 Public relations and marketing.
Operating Costs
Initial operation costs in the first two phases would be comprised of salary for
management/maintenance, electricity for irrigation wells, office expenses, soil
testing, and agricultural and business consultants. It is estimated that operational
expenses in the first phase would total $500,000.
Revenue
Initial revenue would be expected to be minimal. There should be revenue to offset
the cost of electricity for irrigation water; however initial lease income may be zero.
Lease revenues would be expected to increase annually as the capabilities of the
land are determined and enhanced. Ultimate lease revenues would be dependant
on the capability of the soil, irrigation costs to the lessees, any restrictions or
constraints on normal agricultural operations, and any value that might be
conferred by location or on site improvements that enhance the profitability of the
fields leased. Based on agricultural leases in neighboring counties, one might
expect revenues of $200-$600 per acre per year on good soils for vegetable crops
with no onsite facilities that might add value to the crops.
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Example Pro Forma for Martial Cottle AgPark Development

AgPark Assumptions

AgPark Development Pro Forma

Site Data:

Development Costs:

Land in Ag Production

175 acres

Total Hard Costs

$ 1,707,500

Number of Ag Production Parcels

15 parcels

Average Acreage of Ag Park Parcel

12 acres

Design/Architectural

6% $

102,450

75 acres

Fees/Permits

2% $

34,150

Acct/Legal

3% $

51,225

10% $

170,750

Land in Pasture
Central Activity Zone (house, visitor center, garden,

Soft Costs:

9 acres

lawn, gazebo)

Development Mgt

Paths/Trails, Unpaved Roads

Total Development Costs

15 acres

Linear Feet - Paths, Unpaved Roads

$ 2,066,075

580,000 linear ft.

Park & Picnic Areas

9 acres

Annual Revenues:

Paved Roads & Parking

7 acres

Ag Leases ($ per acre)

$

500 $

87,500

Pasture Land ($ per acre)

$

100 $

7,500

Event Rentals ($ per event) (a)

$

3,000 $

60,000

$

35,000

2.50 $

25,000

$

215,000

$

70,000

Total Size

290 acres

Building Development:

Revenue - Restaurant Lease/Mkt Stand

Rehab Existing House - Event Rentals

7,500 sq. ft.

Shared Barn

3,000 sq. ft.

Shared Equipment Storage

1,000 sq. ft.

Cooperative Market Stand & Restaurant

2,500 sq. ft.

Other Revenue (c)

$

Subtotal Revenue

Operating Expenses:
Management Staff

Hard Costs - AgPark Improvement:

Utilities ($ per month)

$

750 $

9,000

Maintenance ($ per month)

$

2,000 $

24,000

Grading & Landscaping

$

50,000

Irrigation System

$

100,000

Training/Education

$

1,000 $

12,000

Security

$

1,200 $

14,400

$

129,400

$

85,600

Paths/Trails, Unpaved Roads ($ per linear ft)

$

0.50 $

290,000

Paved Roads & Parking ($ per acre)

$ 65,000 $

455,000

Park & Picnic Areas ($ per acre)

$ 10,000 $

90,000

Rehab Existing House ($ per sf)

$

35 $

262,500

Cash Available for Debt Service

Shared Barn ($ per sf)

$

40 $

120,000

Supportable Debt Service

Shared Equipment Storage ($ per sf)

$

40 $

40,000

Cooperative Market Stand & Restaurant ($ per sf)

$

120 $

300,000

Total Hard Costs

$ 1,707,500

Notes:
Visitor Fees (per visitor)
Number of Visitors per year
Interest Payment on Debt

$

2.50
10,000
5% per year

(assumes simple annual interest, 30 years)
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Subtotal Op Expenses

Gap Requiring Grant Funding/Other Support $

$1,315,882

750,193

Conclusion
This property has great potential to be a viable urban agricultural park.
Opportunities:
 Martial Cottle Park offers the rare opportunity of available farmland, within a
major city’s limits, yet protected from the market value of urban land.
 SCCPRD is an enthusiastic partner.
 The site has been in agriculture and has some existing infrastructure that would
make the transition to multiple new agricultural tenants relatively smooth.
Challenges:
 Location in high-income urban area presents a potential challenge to farmers
who might relocate from elsewhere. One way to counter this challenge is to
seek out new and immigrant farmers who may already reside in San Jose.
 Overhead costs for development and management of the AgPark will drop after
the first 5 or 6 years, but initial costs are high.
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ARDENWOOD HISTORIC FARM FEASIBILITY STUDY
Ardenwood Historic Farm is a 205-acre farm and visitor center located in Fremont,
California. It is operated by the East Bay Regional Park District (EBRPD) on land
leased for a nominal fee from the City of Fremont. Nestled between freeways,
shopping centers, and residential neighborhoods, Ardenwood is the final remnant of
the extensive agriculture that once flourished in the
fertile soils and benign climate of Southern Alameda
County. The site was historically a family farm, and
continues to be farmed, as well as host educational
programs, today. The Agricultural Park Feasibility Study
for Ardenwood was developed in collaboration with the
East Bay Regional Parks District, as an exploration of
potential future agricultural and community connectivity
uses of Ardenwood, and as an example of how Urban
Edge Agricultural Parks might be developed on other
EBRPD sites.

Context
City/Regional Context
Fremont, California sits at the border of Alameda County and Santa Clara County
just north of San Jose, the heart of Silicon Valley. Fremont was once a part of the
large Mission San Jose. In 1853, the area became the Washington Township, made
up of the Mission San Jose, Centerville, Niles, Irvington, and Warm Springs
communities. In 1956, these communities formed the City of Fremont.10
Fremont is the Bay Area’s 4th largest city, with a diverse population of 210,000.11
Asian Americans make up 37 percent of the population and Latinos make up
another 13.5 percent. The city is home to large South Asian communities (Afghan,
Indian). A remarkable 120 languages are spoken within the 92 square miles of the
city. The average household income is $107,000, with 41% of households earning
over $100,000 yearly.12
The Ardenwood district of Fremont includes residential neighborhoods, a shopping
district and a number of biotechnology companies. State Highway 84 runs adjacent
to Ardenwood Farm, providing access to the Dumbarton Bridge and Palo Alto (San
Francisco Peninsula).

10
11
12

http://www.ci.fremont.ca.us/AboutFremont/default.htm
http://www.ci.fremont.ca.us/AboutFremont/Demographics/default.htm
http://www.ci.fremont.ca.us/Business/Demographics/Income.htm

DRAFT 1.6.05

42

Ardenwood Historic Farm is the remaining 205 acres of what was - in the late
1800’s – a 6,000-acre farmed owned by George Patterson. The original Patterson
family house still stands as a central feature of the preserved site, which is now
under the jurisdiction of the City of Fremont.
Management
In 1985, the East Bay Regional Park District signed a renewable 25-year agreement
with Fremont to operate Ardenwood as an educational farm focused on turn-of-thecentury farming techniques, trades, and lifestyle. The Park District started offering
educational programs at Ardenwood in 1986.
The East Bay Regional Parks District operates 65 regional parks, recreation areas,
wilderness, shorelines, preserves and land bank areas covering over 95,000 acres
in the East Bay, 90% of which are “protected and operated as natural parklands.”
Additionally, it maintains trails (within and inter-park), swimming areas, fishing
docks, family and youth campsites, golf courses, picnic areas, play areas, and
wedding, meeting and banquet facilities.13
Site Description
A green oasis within urban Fremont, Ardenwood
is a low-lying, flat farm with areas of landmark
eucalyptus woods that can be seen from miles
away. The “Core” historical area, encompassing
approximately 75 acres, is centered around the
grand Victorian Patterson House, and also
includes barns, a granary/demonstration area,
café, and gazebo/function areas. The central
visitor area is also home to educational displays,
historic farming equipment, a horse-drawn
railway, livestock, and an heirloom garden.
The outlying agricultural areas are planted with grain and forage crops for the
animals and for educational programs, as well as with seasonal crops of corn,
pumpkins, and vegetable row crops. A produce stand is located near the main
entrance, selling produce from on-site as well as from elsewhere. Windbreaks frame
the fields, walnut trees shade the main entrance driveway, and the central area is
also well planted with trees.
Programs
Ardenwood’s programming includes interpretive programs for organized groups
(schools, camps, etc.) and public educational activities and festivals.
13

http://www.ebparks.org/dropdown/aboutus.htm
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Concessionaires including blacksmith, beekeeper, horse-drawn train, farmer, and
wedding/event hosts play a significant role in Ardenwood’s operations. Outside of
the “Core” historical area, the land has been leased to a farmer who grows a variety
of crops for market and for the Farm’s interpretive programs. The farm is certified
organic. Tours of the historic house are operated by the Fremont Park and
Recreation Department. Ardenwood is open to the public, with a small fee.
Business Plan
The Parks District is in the midst of implementing its Phase One Business Plan for
Ardenwood. The plan was prompted in the mid-90’s by the relatively high level of
General Fund support, the limited number of visitors, and the increasing financial
requirements of the “partners”, providing services as the Farm. The Plan states the
following Vision and Mission:
Ardenwood Historic Farm will be a unique and
vibrant public attraction, offering a rich spectrum
of cultural, education and recreational
opportunities. Ardenwood will offer authentic
historic facilities and activities, interpreting the
general themes of the Post Gold Rush Era and
Farming Evolution. Ardenwood will host a variety
of Events and Celebrations, continuing its role as
a center of community life.
It is the mission of Ardenwood to:
 Create a haven from the rapidly expanding urban environment of the Bay Area
 Establish and maintain a Core Historic Area within Ardenwood, including the
Patterson House, lawn, gardens, farmyard and immediate fields. This Core Area
will be the heart of Ardenwood, affording cultural and educational experiences,
interpreted by a variety of skilled craft workers, staff and volunteers. Events
and facilities within the Historic Core will be designed to be as authentic as is
practical, with a time frame of approximately 1860 to 1925.
 Create a model of efficient land use by establishing areas and facilities, outside
the Core Historic Area, for large public activities and events. Establish
Ardenwood as a vibrant, regional center of social and cultural celebrations.
 Conserve agricultural open space as well as natural and cultural resources.
 Attract visitors from the broadest cross section of the regional population
possible, with a special focus on East Bay Regional Park District residents.
 Appropriately locate and offer a variety of high quality facilities to meet visitor
needs and expectations, including restaurants, day meeting and conference
facilities and retail stores selling produce and goods germane to the Farm.
 Focus on the benefits of partnerships (public-public, public-private) and sound
business practices.
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Establish Ardenwood as a vibrant, regional center of social and cultural
celebrations.

In the past six years, several key elements of the Business Plan have been
adopted, including expansion of visitor days from 4 to 6 days per week and
refinements of contracts with “partners” to coordinate and integrate them more
fully into the service and program offerings of the Farm. However, other elements
of the Plan have proved more problematical to establish. Visitation goals of between
2,000 and 3,000 people per day for April – November have not been reached.
Plans to develop an event space and expanded education center have not
progressed, due to issues with security, parking, and adjacency of residential
neighborhoods. Needs for inclement weather classroom space and expanded basic
visitor facilities have been postponed primarily due to financial constraints.
Even while the Parks District refines its strategies for implementing its Business
Plan, Ardenwood is clearly successful in its goal to continue to be a center of
community life, especially in the fall harvest season, as media stories attest. (See
attached article from the San Francisco Chronicle, October 29, 2004.)

AgPark Concept
Ardenwood Historic Farm is already a fully functioning educational farm. The
concept for adding an Agricultural Park element integrates the Farm’s mission of
offering education, farmland preservation, and a non-urban community resource,
with the Project’s goal to help small farmers to gain access to affordable land and
build local markets.
The elements of the preliminary feasibility study presented below include ideas for
community programs, expanded agricultural operations, recreational facilities,
concession/partners, and public access. At this point, the Project has insufficient
resources to assess the many variables in Ardenwood’s current and planned
operations that would be necessary to produce a preliminary management plan.
However, the management plan for the Martial Cottle Park contains information and
factors that could likely apply to an AgPark element at Ardenwood. As stated in the
Overview of Farmer Demand section of this report, while the project was able to
identify general demand for the kind of small scale farming opportunity potentially
available at Ardenwood, assessment of demand for this specific site was not
feasible within the resources of this report.
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Program Elements
On this site, an Agricultural Park would operate as a “partner,” supplanting the
current farm lease when the current farmer retires, which is not projected in the
immediate future. The AgPark would serve to complement Ardenwood’s
educational programming and mission to “create
a haven from the rapidly expanding urban
environment of the Bay Area” and “conserve
agricultural open space as well as natural and
cultural resources.” Additionally, through
increased market connections with local
residents, the AgPark will aid in the missions to
create the Park as a center of cultural celebration,
and to attract the broadest cross section of the
regional population.
As in the Bay Area in general, Fremont has begun
to look at opportunities to make local, and healthy, food-systems connections.
Emerging farm-to-school programs provide potential opportunities for local
agricultural connections. Fremont’s school district already buys directly from some
farmers, and adjacent New Haven Unified School District has an active nutrition and
gardening program, begun through grant funding in 2000.
Fremont’s high incomes and many restaurants make it an ideal location for
supporting local, specialty growers. Fremont’s thriving farmers’ markets, located in
the Centerville and Irvington districts, serve the vibrant and diverse community.
According to the farmers’ market manager, these offerings could be expanded with
an even are wider array of specialty ethnic vegetables, fruits, and nursery products,
many of which could potentially be grown on plots at Ardenwood.
An “Ardenwood” grown label on products sold at Fremont farmers’ markets and on
ingredients in local restaurants and schools could significantly help raise community
awareness about, support for, and connections with, this rich community resource.
A broad array of Ardenwood products could also increase the utilization of the
current on-site Market Stand and be featured in the envisioned on-site education
and conference facility.
Other potential partnerships are with horticultural and business enterprise
programs at local community colleges and at Hayward State University. Graduates
are seeking opportunities for developing start-up businesses that could be fostered
at Ardenwood as operations for specialty produce production, nursery crops, and
vegetable and plant starts.

DRAFT 1.6.05

46

These ideas complement and build on the opportunities that the Ardenwood Plan
has already identified for potential partnerships with 4-H groups, livestock breeding
associations, and horticultural groups.
Design Considerations
 Site Improvements: Many agricultural and educational program elements are
already established. This Study proposes limited design changes, including
improved neighborhood access at the north and south, an improved mixed-use
recreational trail network, and an enlarged market and café oriented toward
Ardenwood Boulevard, in addition to a restructured agriculture program.
 Farm Plots: In addition to the physical improvements described above, this
report proposes a division of the existing farm plots to accommodate multiple
farmers. Improved farm equipment storage and farm equipment routes are also
proposed to accommodate multiple small farmers.
 Recreation Space: There is a large amount of park space that is not in
agricultural production. Most of the non-agricultural program elements are
located within this park space, with ample room to spare. Therefore, there is a
great deal of program flexibility, and program changes or additions are not
limited by land availability.
Agricultural Operations
 Farm Plots: 91 acres total, includes 30 acres of small plots (3-7.5 ac), 39 acres
of medium plots (8-14 ac), and 22 acres of large plots (one 22-acre plot). These
91 acres could be subdivided differently. The 22-acre plot is currently
designated as “Historic Farming and Education Unit,” and the program may need
to be changed in order to transfer this plot into private agricultural use.
 Animal Husbandry: There are currently approximately 7 acres of pastureland
and corrals for livestock. There is an opportunity to establish additional smallscale commercial animal husbandry operations, such as pastured poultry.
 Farm Equipment Storage: Approximately 1.5 acres are proposed for farm
equipment storage and a greenhouse facility, to be shared by the farmers.
 Farm Service Routes: Approximately 12,000 linear feet of farm service routes
are proposed. These would serve each farm plot independently.
 Infrastructure requirements: Development of a retrofitted well and metered
irrigation system necessary for the operation of multiple small farm plots would
be a major challenge and expense. Salinization and electricity costs are already
presenting problems for the agricultural operations of the single current farmer.
Recreational Facilities
 Trails: Approximately 9,800 linear feet of improved multi-use trails are
proposed. Uses would include walking, jogging, bicycling, and horseback riding.
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Park: Approximately 76 acres of Ardenwood Park are dedicated to parkland.
The Park District Plan calls for greater utilization of this parkland for events,
celebrations, and as a large-group picnic area.
Horseback Riding: Horseback riding may be provided, with ample multi-use trail
distances. Stables would be included in the animal husbandry area described
above. The Park District plan calls for the re-establishment of an equestrian
element, to be operated as a concession.
Historic Train Ride: An historic steam train runs through the park and is
operated by the Oakland Museum.

Commercial/Concessions
 Market/Produce stand: An expanded produce market is proposed along
Ardenwood Boulevard. This market would be visible and easily accessible from
the street, which connects to a retail area farther south.
 Farmyard Cafe: The existing menu could be expanded to include produce from
the farm.
 Event Space, Lawn, Gazebo: The historic house, lawn and gazebo are currently
available for events such as weddings.
Public Access
 Entry Feature/Main Entry Road: The current
2,500-linear-foot entry road provides a unique
entry experience, which brings visitors
through farm fields before arriving at the
Visitors’ Center.
 Improved Neighborhood Access:
Neighborhood access is proposed at Deep
Creek Road and Ridgewood Drive at the north
and at the Lake Boulevard overpass at the
south of the park. Currently, access is limited
to the main entrance from Ardenwood
Boulevard, and the park is cut off from the surrounding neighborhoods. A fence
and gates would be necessary for security.
 Connection to the Alameda Creek Trails System: Development of this
connection could facilitate non-vehicular connections between Ardenwood and
downtown Fremont on the other side of the 880 Freeway.
Educational and Other Features
 Educational Facilities: Ardenwood has a wide array of educational facilities and
program offerings. Ardenwood’s own Business Plan outlines many ideas for the
expansion of these facilities and programs pending increased funding and/or
revenue.
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Farmer Housing: None proposed. There is an on-site residence for one Park
District employee.
Parking: Ardenwood currently has 3 acres of paved parking areas for regular
use, with approximately 2 acres of overflow parking for school buses, and the
capacity of an additional 3-4 acres to provide parking for up to 3,000 people for
special events.
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Conclusions
This project identified numerous general opportunities for integrating Ardenwood’s
mission of offering education, farmland preservation, and a non-urban community
resource, with the Project’s goal to help small
farmers to gain access to affordable land and
build local markets. These opportunities include:
increasing connections with new school-based
food systems and education initiatives; building
on demand for specialty ethnic foods from the
diverse local community; exploring partnerships
with local horticultural and business enterprise
programs; and addressing needs for connecting
with and expanding on local recreational trails.
Developing an AgPark element at Ardenwood would also present significant
challenges. These include: security issues; infrastructure requirements, particularly
the development of a new irrigation system; requirements for additional
management when current staff is already at or over capacity; and lack of funds for
developing and marketing new project elements. Further assessment of these and
other opportunities and challenges, quantification of demand from potential new
farmers, and the development of a preliminary management plan, are
recommended for Phase 2 of the Agricultural Parks project.
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Appendix A: Overview of Ag Park Models
A.1. Overview of AgPark Models
A.2. Overview of Agricultural Education Center
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Farmland Preservation/Retention
QROE (New England,
Farmer sells farm to
US)
private real estate
developer. Individual
homeowners purchase
homes and underlying
land with 80% of original
farmland/open space
preserved under
easement + right to farm
agreement in perpetuity.

1,970

6+

King County Farmland
Preservation (King
County, WA)

County holds development 13,000
rights on privately owned
farms throughout the
County and makes interim
purchases and lease
arrangments where
easemnts are infeasible.

230

Loomis Farm/Franklin
Land Trust (Ashfield,
MA)

Partner with State
Agricultural Preservation
Restriction Program, DPW
Scenic Highway Program,
and other agencies to
protect existing farmland
through easements.

1,036

767

Public Access

Acres Open Space/Rec.
Lands

Overview

# Farmers Supported

Project/Sponsor
(Location)

Conserved Agricultural
Land (acres)

Table 1: Overview of AgPark Models

Parcelization

Crops/
Environmental
Practices

Funding Sources

N Right to
Farm
Agreement

1 to 4 farms may
be retained in a
single
development with
up to 50 housing
units - individually
owned on lots of
0.2 to 17 acres
Sites of 35 to
1,600 acres

Adjacent open space
preservation,
sufficient
infrastructure to
support residential
land use. Crops
include horse
pastures, hay,
grazing, corn,
grapes/vineyard

Self-financing, with
30% IRR from sales
of homes. Limited
commercial lending
- expanding model
will require.
Homeowners
underwrite farm
loss up to .25% of
home value

N Ownership
with County
Easement/
Limited
Leaseholders

Average farm
under easement=
56 acres, 3 farms,
with up to 5
leases each, are
on 81 acres
owned by County

Trend to smaller
organic farms though
no policies regarding
environmental
practices in program.

Farmland
easements funded
by County
approved Bond
($50M in 1979).
Subsequent bond
broader, portion
used for farm
preservation ($1.8
M) Grants from
State and USDA.
Salary funded by
development fee.

N Ownership
with
Easement
held by
Conservancy

11 rural and
farmland sites in 5
small towns, 180
acres on Loomis

Partners help farmers
extract equity from
their property, without
destroying agricultural
productivity

State grants from
Department of Food
and Agriculture,
revenue from the
sale of two
affordable housing
units and nine lots,
$54k annual
operating budget.

Farmer
Tenure

The National Trust
(England, Wales,
Northern Ireland)

Non-profit organization
was started in 1894 to
protect "coast and
countryside forever for
everyone" and has grown
to the largest private
owner of agricultural land
in UK.

Local plan supported the
development of a new
conservancy to provide
incentives for investment
and expansion of
vineyards and other
cultivated agriculture to
preserve the area’s
unique rural, scenic, and
historic qualities with $40
million invested in
easements.
Increased Public Access and Education
TriValley
Conservancy/South
Livermore Specific
Plan (Livermore, CA)

346,000

2000

2,775

65

The Crown Estate
(England, Wales)

The Estate has historically 260,000
purchased parcels then
rented to tenants. Work
with tenants to compete
effectively in the market
including economies of
scale and development of
alternative income
structures.

Mangrove
Environmental
Protection Group (San
Blas, Nayarit, Mexico)

Cooperative marketing for
eco-tourism was initiated
after threat of
deforestation and sale of
traditionally cooperatively
managed lands.

266,000 Y Lease

925

67,720

40

175 acres average

Standards for energy
conservation, sewage
treatment, control of
farm effluents and
water conservation.
The farmshave limited
public access/env. ed.

N Ownership
with
Easement
held by
Conservancy

Avergae acreage
is 58 acres.
County Area Plan
(SLVAP)
designates
easement district
that the Trust will
purchase
development
rights within.

Cultivated agriculture,
primarily wine-grapes.
The remaining lands
include important
scenic and habitat
areas

Y Lease

23 estates (182,000 acres
farmland, 6,000
acres forestry,
64,000 acres
common land in
Whales)

Preparing
sustainability plans
targeting enhancing
habitats and
encouraging
biodiversity. Farmer
of the Year Award to
encourage best
practices. Crops
include beef and
sheep production,
large scale cereal and
vegetable cropping,
milk - and more.
Minerals (23 active
quarries)

Lands donated to
the Estate date
back to the 1700s
when it was a
public entity, now
the estate is
managed on behalf
of the State, and all
profits are handed
over to the
Treasury under an
agreement made
with parliament in
1760.

Y Cooperative

Collective
management

Environmental
Awareness Center
built on the el ejido.
Planted 3000 trees
after a hurricane and
propegating orchids

Global Greengrants
funded planning.
Tourism, sale of
indeginous
handicrafts to
preseve threatened
lands

Private
philanthropy,
Estate bequeaths,
Membership (3
million members),
Enterprise
revenues,
volunteers, limited
lease revenue.
Development fees
placed on new
homes in the area
as mitigation for
farmland
conversion, $4.4
million largely from
state funds and as
local match. Full
value of easements
is $45 million.

La Foce (Tuscany, Italy)

Market olive producing
villa to international
tourists as part of a
network of rural network
villas targeting
agricultural tourism.
Weekly public access.

Purple Orchard Inn
and Resort (Livermore,
CA)

Market olive producing
spa and B&B to tourists as
part of agricultural
preserve

Green Gulch Zen Farm
(Sausalito, CA)

Operates as one of three
centers that comprise the
San Francisco Zen Center
(for Buddhist practices).
Includes an organic farm
and garden, guest house
+ conference center.

3,500

21

1

Public Access

Acres Open Space/Rec.
Lands

# Farmers Supported

Overview

Conserved Agricultural
Land (acres)

Project/Sponsor
(Location)

Parcelization

Crops/
Environmental
Practices

Y Ownership

One villa provides
5 vacation rental
units
accommodating
over 75 people.

Crops include wine
and olive oil, olive
groves, extensive
cultivated fields and
woods

Customer base.
Revenue from
tourism and lodging
fees, etc.

L Ownership

Single Parcel.
Surrounding
easement district.

1,276 manzanillo olive
trees, Sera Festino
Extra Virgin Olive Oil

Operating
revenues.

Y Non-profit
ownership

Single farm

All organic. Flowering
plants, natives,
culinary and medicinal
herbs, shrubs,
bamboo and fruit
plants. Public
programs: volunteers,
classes, workshops, &
retreats. Garden &
nursery open to
public.

Farmer
Tenure

Funding Sources

Crystal Waters Village
(Malaney, pop. 8,000,
1.5 hrs to Brisbane),
Australia

Lot owners jointly manage
communal lands as a
corporation with voting
rights. 60 year leasehold
lots are owned by a Coop. Leaseholders can
convert to ownership lots
for fee of $14,000

640

200

L Unit Titles freehold title
of 1 acre
and joint
ownership of
640 acres

83 lots of 1 acre
each privately
owned, communal
ownership of 640
acres

Organic farming.
Participate in Willing
Workers On Organic
Farms (WWOOF)
where apprentices live
and work on host
farms.

Otamatea Eco-Village
(Kiawaka, New Zealand
(pop. 500))

Eco-village modeled after
Crystal Waters combines
communally owned
farmlands with
individually owned home
lots with cooperative
management of
communal lands including
joint efforts in finance,
administration & public
relations.

250

11/7

L Unit Titles freehold title
for each
family plot
and
communal
ownership of
majority of
acreage

5 acre per family
plus 167
communal acres

Communal grazing,
nursery, permaculture
courses, community
fruit & vegetable
gardens, community
barn, weed & pest
control, maintenance
of community roads
and buildings, Planted
2000 trees. Organic
farming. Participate
in WWOOF.

Otanui Educational
Farm Park Project
(Humanitec
Resources) (Otanui,
New Zealand)

Subdivision of 50 houses
sited on a working organic
farm within the commute
shed of two cities.
Farmlands placed under
Trust management leasing
to farmers with resident
access. Community
recreation and
conservation areas as
well.
The community, with
foundation management
of communal resources,
meets 50 percent of its
fresh food needs through
local production (300
households).

420

TBD

Y Lease from
Land
Management
Trust
(common
ownership
considered,
dismissed)

Farmer(s) to lease
pastoral lands.
Smaller arable
lands available for
lease to home
owners. Homes on
1/4 to 3 acre
sites.

Features ecologically
designed building and
service systems. Will
host a number of
mutually supportive
educational and
agricultural initiatives.

Private developer.

90

3

L Private
ownership/
CSA

65 acre farm
single ownership
farm, plus 25
acres on 2 sites
under CSA
scheme.

Local Exchange
Trading System allows trade in goods
and services without
the use of money.
EarthShare CSA: fruit
and vegetables
Wester Lawrenceton
Farm: organic milk,
cheeses, eggs and
meat (65-acre area).

A project of the
Findhorn
Foundation (NGO).
Tourists primary
source of income,
small business
development.
Private
homeownership.

Findhorn Ecovillage
(Scotland)

Donations to
purchase land
placed in "ethical
investment bank"
with money plus
interest earned,
less 1% fee
returnable within 3
months. Investors
became co-op
management team.
Lots sold for
$330,000 in profit
and co-op spent on
a business area,
bunk house &
children's creche.
The initial land
purchase was aided
by a local activist,
subsquent unit title
sales have funded
communal
management.

Silkwood Park (Nelson,
NZ)

Covenanted "freehold"
home sites are embedded
in park and farmlands
maintained by a
management company.

Sandwell, UK
(Sandwell, UK (pop.
300,000))

Community agriculture in
urban setting to address
issues of health,
sustainability and
economic inequality. CSA
scheme, with fruits and
vegetables produced and
consumed locally.

Limited Resource Farmer
Training
Hawaii State
Agricultural Parks
Program (Hawaii
Department of
Agriculture) (Hawaii,
US)

Kula Agricultural Park
(Maui County, HI)

25

Public Access

Acres Open Space/Rec.
Lands

# Farmers Supported

Overview

Conserved Agricultural
Land (acres)

Project/Sponsor
(Location)

Farmer
Tenure

Parcelization

N Management
agreement

Single farm plot of
25 acres

N Community
garden plots

Tipton Market
Garden Sandwell
Coop, Nursery and
Garden Project,
Sandwell Farm
Park with shop
and kitchen,
Community
gardens

Crops/
Environmental
Practices

Crops include organic
vegetable gardens,
orchards, vineyards,
olive and nut groves
Fenced pastures are
set aside for horses
and other domestic
animals.
Periurban farming,
plan to boost
economy. Crops
include nurseries,
fruits,vegetables.

Funding Sources

Private home sales.

Sandwell was
declared a Health
Action Zone (HAZ),
and receives
substantial
European and UK
government
funding for
regeneration and
health initiatives

Assistance to Land, Markets, or
State owns and manages
land set aside specifically
for agricultural activities
to encourage continuation
or initiation of farming
operations.

3,630

230

N Lease from
State at low
cost.

20 acre or less
parcels per
farmer, acreage
spread across 10
parks

County operates separate
agricultural parks from
State under similar model.

447

26

N Lease from
County.
Tenants pay
$100 per
year per
usable lot

26 leases of 31
lots of 7 to 29
acres (not to
exceed 75 acres)

Farmers must show
prior experience to
receive lease. State
provides irrigation
water. Tenant can
build own residence
but then pays
residential rent.
Plant
nursery/greenhouse
and research facility.
Crops include spices,
turf grass, flowers,
orchards, vegetables,
banana

Public ownership/
Tenant leases.

McBryde Agricultural
Park (Kauai, HI)

Closed plantation being
provided for former
employees to establish
small farm lots. Rental
income is set-aside to
fund agricultural research
and business consulting
services for workers.

200

20

AMO Organics Co-op
(Hollister, CA)

Graduates of ALBA's RDC
joined together to create
a viable farming co-op,
supplying upscale
restaurants and markets
with produce and starting
a CSA program in the Bay
Area.

60

11

ALBA Rural
Development Center
(Salinas, CA)

ALBA providing summary.

400

ALBA Farm Training
and Research
Center/Triple M Ranch
(Watsonville, CA)

ALBA providing summary.

20-30

Indochinese Farm
Project (King County,
WA)

Land purchased by Parks
department, provided for
Hmong refugees farm
incubator. Purchased by
pres Prog to preserve
development rights and
sell land.

18

20

N Leases from
private
owner. No
charge in yr.
1, then $25
per acre per
year.

Lease

20 10-acre plots,
5 year leases,

Crops include
bananas, papayas,
eggplant, soybeans,
string beans, sweet
potatoes, Filipino
beans, green onions

5 acres per farmer

Organic produce.

Owner financed
converting
irrigation system
for multiple farmers
and seeded
research and
business consulting
with $25K which
rental income will
fund further.
Direct farm sales
and CSA members.

USDA (Office of
Outreach, NRCS,
RMA) Ca. State
Water Resources
Control Board, EDA,
Association for
Community Based
Education, National
Fish & Wildlife
Foundation,
U.S./CA EPA,
Foundations:
Harden, S.H.
Cowell, William &
Flora Hewlett.
Penney,
N Long term
lease from
County.
Possible
collaborative
ownership.

5-6 farmers
incorporated as
"Indochinese
Farm Association"
purchasing entire
property

Trained Hmong
farmers about local
soil, technology
weather, and business
practices and
occasionally organic
methods. Flowers are
the predominant
crops.

County Park
Commission and
Seattle CDBG funds
from 1983 to 1990.
Assistance from
County Cooperative
Ext., Pike Place
Market Authority,
Commission on
Asian American
Affairs and local
Church

New Farmer's
Enterprise
Fund/Dracut Land
Trust (Lowell, MA)

Park Village Farm
Project, Rural
California Housing
Corp (Lathrop, CA
outside of Stockton)

Small Farm Resource
Center (AFT, Hmong
American Community)
(Fresno, CA)

Created CSA farmed by
low-income Cambodian
families in nearby
apartments to create
income source and food
security. Employed a farm
manager. Lost farm lease
and project was
terminated.
On land made available by
an American Farmland
Trust purchase adjacent
to a housing
development, the Hmong
Ammercian Community
and UC Cooperative
Extension have partnered
on half the site to provide
Hmong refugees with
farm training.

50

12

27

200

40

20

Public Access

Acres Open Space/Rec.
Lands

# Farmers Supported

Overview

Conserved Agricultural
Land (acres)

Project/Sponsor
(Location)

Farmer
Tenure

Parcelization

Crops/
Environmental
Practices

State of
Massachusetts’
Agricultural
Preservation
Restriction
Program, USDA
NRCS's Farm and
Ranch Lands
Protection Program
(FRPP) provided
matching funds.

N Trust owns
single parcel
and provides
plots at
low/no cost
to multiple
tenants

Land purchased
by local trust to
preserve. New
Entry Sustainable
Farming Project
on trust land
created to
increase
immigrant
Cambodian
farmers' access.

N Lease

Low income
affordable rental
housing tenants
were invited to
farm a single plot
collaboratively

Specialized in
traditional crops.

Farmers provided
1 acre under lease
with training on
20 acre incubation
site with another
20 acres under
AFT

Courses such as
pesticide safety
training, soils and
fertilizers, disease
identification and
control. Crops include
sugar peas, chili
peppers, zucchini

Farmers
lease land @
$275 per
acre/year.
Land owned
by
American
Farmland
Trust

Funding Sources

SAREP, USDA’s
Community Food
Projects
Competitive Grants
Program. Public
funding for
feasibility study and
business plan and
farm manager
AFT financed land
acquisition.
$153,326 grant
from California
Endowment to
create farm
demonstration,
provide pesticide
safety and organic
farming training,
$20,000 grant from
USDA Rural
Development
Business
Enterprise, $90,000
from USDA Risk
Management
Agency.

Farm worker Housing on Rural/Urban Edge
Mahal Plaza
Permanent Farm
worker Rental Housing
(California Human
Development Co.)
(Yuba City, CA)
Moonridge Village
(Mid-Peninsula
Housing Coalition)
(Half Moon Bay, CA)

Patterson Farm Labor
Center (Housing
Authority of the
County of Stanislaus)
(Stanislaus County, CA)

Permanent farm worker
rental housing on city
edge in agricultural
County, close to services,
shopping, schools &
employment with
gardens.
Affordable farm labor
housing development
including athletic fields
and courts, community
gardens and orchards, a
computer learning center,
classrooms, child
development center and
post office.

98
housing
units

Y Rents are for
very-low
and
moderate
income
households.

98 2- to 4-bdrm
townhomes with
gardens/green
spaces. Portion of
site reserved for
community uses.

Active and passive
energy conservation
through building
orientation and design

RHS section 514,
HAC and RCAC
loans, HCD Farm
worker Grant

80
housing
units

Rent to
agricultural
worker
families for
$200 - $500
per month

160 housing units
planned - 80 built
- 2, 3, and 4
bedroom
affordable homes
for farm workers.
40 acres total.

Community gardens
and orchards

Federal grant of
$1.2 M with lowincome tax credit
funded part of $8M
in construction

Affordable farm worker
housing on land
purchased from the
USDA. Includes social
services on-site.
Contiguous with the urban
fringe, access to
downtown, services and
agricultural employment.

116
housing
units

Y Rents are for
very-low
income
households.

116 2- to 4bedroom duplexes
of 146 total units
are reserved for
farm worker
households (40
units for migrant
workers, 76 for
farm labor). Units
surround a central
open area.

NA

USDA purchased
land, HACS
rehabbed the units
with a loan from
USDA, RHS 514
loan

NRDS = USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service
RMA = USDA Risk Management Agency

Privately
owned

1600 6-acre CSA,
plus
educational
gardens

Fairview
Gardens
(Goleta, CA)

Public trust 12.5 Working
& nonprofit
organic farm
Center for
producing 100
Urban
varieties of
Agriculture.
fruits and
vegetables,
small
livestock.

Program
50+
offices,
industrial
kitchen and
dining hall,
cabins/hostel,
staff
residences,
barns

Programs

CSA, community
programming (community
performances, workshops
and lectures about
sustainable living,
environmental and social
issues, walks and tours),
50+ year old multicultural
summer camp, year-round
environmental education
program for elementary
school children, internship
programs in agriculture and
environmental education,
annual humanitarian
awards, and the country’s
oldest continuously
operating hostel.
Farm, Host cooking and
119; gardening classes,
Org, workshops, farm festivals,
10
tours, lectures,
apprenticeships, and
outreach and consultation to
schools and communities
nationwide.

Program Details and
Quantifications

Concessions

Size (acres)

Hidden Villa
(Los Altos Hills,
CA)

Years in
Operation

Jurisdiction/
Land Owner

Table 2: Overview of Agricultural Education
Centers
Operation
Ag
Major
(Location)
component & Infrastructure
size

Public
Access
(fee)

Sources of Funding

Participation, 2003: Education No
programs: almost 20,000
participating students and adult
chaperones (more than 4,200
on scholarship); Summer
Camp: 976 participants (52% of
residential and 24% of daycamp on scholarship);
Community programs: 3,400
people; Volunteers: 660; CSA:
110 shareholders

Y
Endowment, private
($5/parking) contributions (more than half
of the operating expenses
are paid for through private
contributions) 60%
fundraising. Expenses FY
2003: $2,304,570

Feed approx. 500 families with No.
farm produce; employ 20+
people

Y

90% from produce sales,
10% from donations and
funding for specific
programs

Occidental Arts Privately
& Ecology
owned
Center
(Occidental, CA)

80

Located on
Deer Hollow
Farm (Los Altos the 2,135acre Rancho
Hills, CA)
San Antonio
Open Space
Preserve.
Farm is run
by the City
of Mountain
View
Recreation
Dept.

10 Sheep, goats, Barns, office, 22+
educational
classroom
farm & garden space, lodging

Yurts, dining
hall,
residences,
bath houses &
hot tubs

Farm,
30+;
Org,
10

Five site-based programs
conduct research,
demonstration and
education activities that
serve the general public;
these include biodiversity,
permaculture, intentional
community, and art themes.
Three community-centered
projects offer training,
organizing and advocacy in
service of specific
communities and
organizations in Northern
California and beyond.

All eight core programs are
supported financially by
OAEC’s for-fee courses, plant
sales, facility rentals,
donations, and from private
foundations and government
grants.

Educational programs for
visiting school groups, (2-4
hours long, tailored to
correspond with CA
curriculum by grade level),
Sept-May; summer camp;
family programs and
activities; training and
enrichment classes for
volunteers and docents
throughout year; large
recognition dinner to thank
volunteers and donors.
Friends of DHF put on
events including Ohlone
day.

Education programs reach
No
nearly 5,000 students/year.
Cost ranges from $20.25/hr to
$80.75/hr, per school class,
depending on school district.
High demand for programs: by
early autumn, classes are
booked for the entire year.
Animal component not funded
by City of Mountain View, to
cover its own expenses: sells
produce, animals, eggs, and
receives donations. Volunteer
staff of approx 65 (25 during
school year, leadership training
for youth in summer). Open
Space Preserve provides
maintenence employee.
Educational programs are not
advertised, filled based on
reptuation/word-of-mouth.

No.

2004 budget: $897,000,
including very significant inkind contributions and
diverse funding base. 2004
income sources should
include: 29% program fees
and plant sales, 25% in-kind
donations and workexchange intern labor, 28%
foundation grants, and 18%
contributions from
individuals. OAEC serves as
the fiscal sponsor of several
major projects, including a
$300,000 grant from the
Coastal Conservancy to
conduct a study of Salmon
Creek Estuary and
associated watershed, and
the statewide coalition
Californians for GE-Free
Agriculture, which raised
$243,000 in 2003.
Open to the
public,
Tuesday
through
Sunday,
8:00AM 4:00 PM

City of Mountain View, MidPeninsula Open Space
District, Santa Clara County,
Friends of Deer Hollow
Farm, donations, volunteers

Programs

Program Details and
Quantifications

Concessions

Ag
Major
component & Infrastructure
size

Years in
Operation

Size (acres)

Jurisdiction/
Land Owner

Operation
(Location)

Public
Access
(fee)

Wilder Ranch
State Park 4,505 900 acres
(Santa Cruz, CA)
leased for
agriculture

Interpretive
center, hiking,
biking and
equestrian
trails, restored
buildings

Public events, walks, tours
& interpretive programs
(living history
demonstrations re: dairy
farm), programs for school
groups (grades K-3),
harvest and planting
festivals.

Suggested donation of $1 per
student. Special events at
least break even, attended by
75-100 participants.
Education program operations
budget: $5,000/year plus staff.
Host average of 6 school
groups per month (more in
Spring & Fall)

Draft
Y
horses,
offers
wagon
rides.

Borges Ranch
(Walnut Creek,
CA)

Historic ranch
house (with
historical
displays of the
early 1900's),
barns,
blacksmith
shop,
outbuildings,
farm
equipment
displays, barn
and covered
trellis available
for group
reservations.

Free walking tours, annual
events (Holiday Hoe-Down,
Heritage Day), educational
programs for school groups:
ranch tour (and help with
chores), special activity
(spinning, clay making, or
cornhusk dolls), living
history program (overnight,
hands-on experience
designed to augment
California history studies.
Program includes arts and
crafts, ranch demos, nature
hikes, farm chores, games,
some meals, and more.)

$80 per student for Living
History Program, $75 per class
for Ranch Tour, $85 per class
for Special Activity.

4-H
keeps
animals
and
provides
animal
care

Y (free
tours and
recreation;
group
rentals)

No.

No.

City of
Walnut
Creek,
Open
Space and
Trails
Division

Deer Hill Ranch 501c3
(Lafayette, CA) nonprofit

Historical
ranch with
cattle,
additional
animals cared
for by
Pleasant Hill
4-H (incl.
Goats, sheep,
pigs,
chickens).

10 Working
ranch/family
farm

Barns, central
buildings,
ropes course

9 Programs serving youth, "at- Every school that has visited
risk" youth, adults, and
has returned.
families. Summer day
camps (ages 5-15), team
building/ropes course
workshops for groups of
10+, farm field trips, group
overnights & retreats, farm
birthday parties.

Sources of Funding

State Park, and Friends of
Santa Cruz State Park.

The Farm
School (Athol,
MA)

Privately
owned

350+ Large
vegetable
gardens
supporting
guests and
residents,
plus 10-acre
market
garden
(sells
through CSA
and at
Boston-area
farmers'
markets).
Orchards,
sugar
maples, 12cow dairy,
pigs, goats
and
chickens.

Barns,
classrooms,
residential
bunkhouse,
staff
residences.

Reached 1,500 students in
10
Multi-day residential
years school-year and summer past year
programs for the over
1,500 young people and
their teachers, a yearlong apprentice program
to train adults in modern
sustainable agriculture,
and an on-site one-room
middle school.

No

No.

APPENDIX B: CASE STUDIES OF AGPARK MODELS
QROE Farmland Preservation
This model provides an interesting example of how the private sector is serving as
an intermediary to capture the value of open space and farmland as amenities for
subsequent residential home site buyers.
In 1994, several individual development partners
decided to explore an alternative to typical
subdivision development, which they viewed as
imperiling suburban agricultural and open space
lands in areas surrounding their homes and
workplaces. They wanted to show that
collaboration between developers and
conservation advocates could effectively preserve
rural land uses.
The partners formed QROE, a for profit development company, to purchase land
and develop home sites. In their model, the farmer retains ownership of existing
structures and the right to farm on a negotiated portion of the initial acreage
(typically 30 percent of the original property). The land is then subdivided and
home sites are prepared, and new owners purchase their lot, along with a portion of
the farmland and/or open space surrounding their home, for a price reflecting the
lot as well as the perceived value of access to the adjacent farm or open space.
The developers consider this access to farmland or open space as an amenity,
which adds from 20 to 25 percent to the home site values.
The existing farmer continues to farm under a right-to-farm agreement, and retains
ownership of his/her structures and equipment. This arrangement brings the
benefit of removing any existing debt on the farmland. The farmer has the ability
to transfer the right-to-farm to a relative such as a child and is allowed to sell the
right to a 3rd party with approval from the new landowners.
An innovative aspect of this model is the unique way buyers are required to pay the
farmer during economic downturns, to ensure continued farming operations.
Buyers must pay up to 0.25 percent of their home value to the farmer to eliminate
any loss for at least three years in a row, provided that the farmer is operating in
the top 25 percent of the region.
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To ensure conservation in perpetuity, along with access, easements for both farmed
acreage and open space are created separately from each other and overlaid onto
multiple new homebuyers’ properties. Different organizations are targeted for each
easement based on the organizations’ expertise and geographic scope with a mix of
local, regional and national land trusts.
Public access is not granted under this model, though it could be possible. Home
site buyers are granted access to portions of the farmland for their own farming or
husbandry practices such as land for horses.
Land
A total of seven farms have been preserved using
this method, with 20 more farms under
consideration for future projects. In total, 255
acres of farmland have been placed under
easement, while another 1,600 acres are
expected in a planned network of farms and
home sites.
To date, the development company has operated
only in New England, but an interview with the
developer indicated his interest in expanding the
concept, including to California locations.
Target Producers & Crops
This model does not target or preclude any particular operation, but the developer
would not pursue the concept in cases where the likely operation included conflicts
with the marketing of home sites (e.g., pigs). Typical crops thus far involved in the
New England examples include corn, hay, grazing lands, and grapes.
Farming Practices/Environmental
Conservation
Farm practices are at the discretion of the farmer; however the right-to-farm
agreement stipulates that conservation farming must be practiced with no topsoil
loss. The program also preserves open space separately from the acreage to be
actively farmed.
This model was initially developed primarily to conserve open space. In some
projects, both active farming and open space are preserved, with separate
easements structured to apply to each area of the project.
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Economics/Sources of Funding
This model relies on the sale of market rate housing. Approximately 20 percent of
the total land area is devoted to housing
development, primarily single-family homes,
although townhouses have also been incorporated
in some projects. Home lots have ranged up to
17 acres per lot, excluding the additional land in
agriculture or open space.
The developers’ initial project in 1994 was
financed with a conventional commercial loan,
although this process faced significant challenges.
Numerous banks refused to finance the project,
due to the complexity of easements and concerns
that the concept was not marketable.
After development, the initial project successfully
provided a high rate of financial return (30
percent internal rate of return), allowing the
developers to use their profit to fund subsequent
projects without commercial loans. In addition,
several of the existing farmers have participated as development partners.
Lessons Learned
This model was selected because it demonstrates that development profit and land
conservation were both achievable. The developers are achieving relatively high
rates of financial return in New England, and have demonstrated that some home
site buyers will pay the premium to reside adjacent to preserved farmland and/or
open space.
However, this model may not necessarily be achievable in areas of California where
land costs are high or where land is already subject to Williamson Act protections in
the short term. Further exploration of the economics of this type of model should
be conducted for potential sites at the urban edge of California cities.
It should be noted that this model is compatible with public support. The
developers recently received a $700,000 grant to support a project in a New
England community. In that case, use of the grant funds were not stipulated, but
this aspect could be incorporated into future projects for a variety of public
purposes such as preserving farm acreage, providing for affordable housing, and/or
integrating farm worker housing into the project.
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King County Farmland
Preservation Program (FFP)
This model is an outcome of the unique state laws in Washington, which require
growth management and preservation of agricultural and open spaces near urban
centers.
Background and Purpose
Located in King County, WA (the Seattle
metropolitan region), the Farmland Preservation
Program (FPP) involves purchase of development
rights through easements, held in perpetuity by
the County using proceeds from a $50 million
bond issued in 1979.
In most cases, the existing owner retains title to
the land under the FPP, although County title
purchase is allowed in cases where an easement is not practical. In some of these
land purchase cases, the County leases it short-term to the Indochinese Farm
Project to provide increased land access to farmers with limited resources. The
County may only own agricultural properties for up to five years, and must sell the
land to a farmer or farming collaborative with the highest bid, with easements
placed to ensure preservation. The discouragement of public property ownership is
embedded in the bond structure that created the Program.
King County administers the program and holds the easements in trust under their
own management.
Land
To date, approximately 12,800 acres have been conserved by easement,
representing about 19 percent of the 66,000 acres in agricultural production in the
County. Currently, only 81 acres in the program are owned by the County.
There are 230 farmers covered by the easement program, and 25 additional
farmers served by the Indochinese Farm Project.
FPP easements are located on land throughout the King County area, surrounding
metropolitan Seattle. Since the best soils are proximate to Seattle, these lands are
pursued by FPP, despite higher land values nearest to the urban areas. The bond
required that a threatened parcel should be prioritized, all things being equal.14

14

Full criteria and legislation at: http://www.metrokc.gov/mkcc/Code/35-Title%2026.pdf
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Public access to private farms under easement with the County is at the discretion
of the farmer. For the County-owned acreage, public access is limited due to
limited physical access as well as a requirement that tenants carry $1 million to $2
million in liability insurance.
Target Producers/Crops
The Indochinese Farm Project evolved from a 26acre property that had been cultivated for 15
years by Hmong farmers who had graduated from
a former agricultural training facility. When the
Parks Department determined that the site was
inappropriate for ball fields, the FPP purchased
the site and leased it to four to five Hmong
farmers. FPP staff expects to sell the property
this year to a newly formed non-profit corporation
made up of the existing farmers. However, since
the FPP bond requires sale to the highest bidder, the tenant farmers may lose the
land to a higher bid.
Crop production on land in the FPP includes dairies, beef, horse, and other animal
operations, nurseries, turf, hay, silage, berries, row crops, flowers, and Christmas
trees. Market trends have been away from dairies towards row crops, as local and
organic produce have found markets in Seattle. In the case of short-term leases on
County owned property, crops that can realize short-term bottom-line production
(e.g., corn, squash) have been pursued.
Farming Practices/Environmental
Conservation
An interview with the program director indicated that
because the program was initiated in the 1980s, it was
focused less on environmental standards then if it had been
initiated now. However, the program stipulates that
conservation farming must be practiced with no topsoil loss.
The Livestock program also addresses drainage and water
quality. The County separately funds a livestock
management program with environmental conservation
elements.
No housing development is included in the program, and
existing residential uses are limited to five percent of
preserved lands. As the local program is now receiving
USDA funding, this will soon be reduced, with 98 percent of
the property being required to be kept free of any
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development.
Economics/Sources of Funding
The 1979 bond issue for $50 million has funded an extensive network of farmland
preservation easements. Additional funds have been obtained from a 1995 Arts
and Natural Resources Initiative ($1.8 million), the Washington Futures Tax ($1
million), and USDA ($475,000).
The FPP operates with a single staff coordinator position, which was funded by the
County’s General Fund until about five years ago. This position is now funded by a
water levy fee that was implemented to mitigate drainage issues.
Since the bond funds were expended, the FPP has entered a relatively stable phase
of smaller, diverse funding from local sources, enabling development rights
acquisition for one or two properties per year. The staff position is vulnerable to
reductions in fee collection and budget allocation of the General Fund.
Lessons Learned
This program was made possible primarily by the
large bond funding in 1979. An interview with
the FFP coordinator indicated that a major
challenge to the program is the lack of supportive
zoning. If zoning allows for development, the
price of the easement is relatively high.
Moreover, if agriculture is not profitable,
easements alone do not ensure that properties
are actively farmed.
Other constraints include lack of language in the bond to allow for habitat
restoration or transfer of development rights to achieve this goal.
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National Trust, United Kingdom
This model describes a national non-profit approach to preserving the cultural and
agricultural resources of the United Kingdom.
Background and Purpose
Founded in 1885 by three philanthropists concerned with protecting lands from
development and industrialization, the National Trust is charged with looking after
its properties “forever, for everyone.” The Trust works to preserve and protect the
coastline, countryside, and buildings of England, Wales and North Ireland by
acquiring and managing properties in fee title. Under a Farming Forward program,
the National Trust helps build a sustainable future for farmers through
environmentally friendly land management, support of local food initiatives,
education, and adding value to local products.
Properties are located throughout the United Kingdom. Acquisition does not
consider proximity to urban environments but rather “cultural, environmental,
historic, environmental or aesthetic importance.”
Land
The National Trust owns more than 615,000 acres of land, including 346,000 acres
of farmland. As a non-profit organization, the Trust owns all land in fee. Farmers
and ranchers either lease entire farms under Trust ownership, or lease portions of
estates for farming or grazing. Farmers independently manage crops and lands.
The Trust encompasses approximately 2,000 farmers, with 700 renting entire
farms, 1,300 renting a portion of an estate, and additional farmers accessing
common land on 66,000 acres. Over 60 professional land agents work for the
Trust, assisting tenant farmers.
Target Producers/Crops
Sixty percent of the Trust’s farmland is in upland areas where livestock farming
predominates, sometimes under harsh conditions. The remaining 40 percent of
farms are in lowland settings, farmed primarily as dairies and “arable” lands
including one hops grower.
Farming Practices/Environmental
Conservation
Less than two percent of Trust farms are organic, but another four percent are
planning to convert to organic practices. At this rate, 20 percent of Trust land could
be organically farmed by 2010, but the vast majority is expected to remain
conventionally farmed. The Trust offers technical advice and assesses vacant farms
for organic conversion through the Elm Farm Research Center.
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In 2001, the Trust advanced a sustainable land management project with its Farm
Forward Project. Leasing farmers have complete autonomy if they leased the farm
prior to 1995 under national laws. However, new leases include conservation
clauses and renegotiations of prior leases are attempted. The Trust is developing
Whole Farm Plans with tenants, to achieve financial viability for the farmer and
meet the Trust’s conservation goals.
With respect to public access, the Trust stresses three types: visual, intellectual,
and physical. Physical access is granted to all common land owned by the Trust
and the Trust negotiates public rights-of-way or permitted paths through tenant
farms. Further, tenant farmers are helped to arrange open days for visitors and
encouraged to allow access to school groups.
Housing development has recently been explored to create an income source for
land held as investment rather than conservation. The Trust invests in Green
Building practices at a higher cost to provide social and environmental benefits.
Planned developments include 10 percent affordable housing.
Economics/Sources of Funding
In 2003 the Trust’s revenues exceeded ₤303 million, with expenditures at ₤301
million. Funding comes from memberships (₤75 million), enterprise income such as
lodgings and catering (₤68 million), donations and estate bequeaths (₤67 million),
property income (₤36 million), and capital grants (₤29 million).
Land is acquired through gifts as well as priority acquisition campaigns. In 2003,
₤31 million in acquisitions were funded, including 90 percent through restricted
capital grants.
The Trust typically does not subsidize farmers with cash payments, though leases
are considered below market rate set to reflect conservation responsibilities, at ₤20
an acre in marginal lands and ₤80 an acre for prime lands. The Trust encourages
initiatives such as bed and breakfasts, camping and farm shops to enhance farm
revenue.
Lessons Learned
This model illustrates how a large-scale non-profit can operate to achieve multiple
goals including land conservation, revenue generation, and encouragement of
sustainable and organic farming. The Trust has worked to improve the financial
solvency of its tenants by assisting them to expand revenue-generating activities
such a diversification, marketing, branding, reuse of obsolete farm facilities for
tourist accommodations, value-added production, and internal purchasing of farm
products.
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CHISPA Farm Worker Housing
This model illustrates how affordable housing developers have accessed public
funding to specifically target homeownership and rental housing opportunities for
key portions of the agricultural labor force. Further, it provides insight into the
historic evolution of strategies from the formation of cooperative homeownership
opportunities to the utilization of tax credit allocations for support. Finally, it
illustrates that while cooperatives have been a realistic means to create
opportunities for individual control and preserve affordable housing for agricultural
workers, such models face unique management issues.
Background and Purpose
Community Housing Improvement Systems and Planning Association, Inc.
(CHISPA) has developed over fifteen hundred units of housing for low-income
households as the largest private non-profit housing developer in Monterey County.
CHISPA is not explicitly mission driven to serve agricultural workers but, as 80 to
90 percent of low-income clients work in agricultural industry, it serves this
population by default. CHISPA largely inherited cooperative housing projects
serving farm workers, while active in developing additional units to serve the
agricultural workforce of Monterey County. This legacy began with the San Jerardo
cooperative--the first USDA Rural Housing Services (RHS) Agency funded farm
worker cooperative. Constructed in 1979, the United Farmworkers had organized
labor camp residents, previously dislocated, to secure homeownership and control
of a new site. While the farm workers sought unrestricted ownership of their
homes, the cooperative structure was chosen as a compromise in order to comply
with local zoning laws.
Though CHISPA has retained management of 40 units in Vista la Terraza, a rental
project with cooperative management, CHISPA has not developed a cooperative
housing project in recent years. They transferred management of the 75 rental
units in cooperatively run La Casa Madera, with on-going rental assistance from
HUD under Section 8a and a mix of three and four bedrooms, to the John Stewart
Company. CHISPA also developed La Buena Esperanza, a 50 unit cooperative
project serving farm workers in King City, but the site is no longer under their
management as CHISPA has tried to minimize management of cooperatives. Their
experience indicates coops are very labor intensive and potentially conflict ridden.
Instead the developer has sought ownership and rental housing with support from
State Tax Credit Allocation Commission, which funds affordable housing throughout
the State and has had targeted allocation to support farm worker housing and the
Joe Serna, Jr. Farm worker Housing Grant Program (JSJFWHG).
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Land
The cooperatives have sought lands adjacent to active croplands as well as in city
centers surrounded by agricultural uses. The tension exists between the desire for
easy access to the workplace and access to goods and service. An urban edge
location that offers access to both residential amenities and the land to be farmed
in easy proximity is thus ideally situated to house farm workers. The San Jerardo
cooperative is located on Old Stage Road, just outside of the Salinas city limits in
Monterey County, California. The site is 32.6-acres, and is surrounded entirely by
active cropland.
Economics/Sources of Funding
The U. S. Department of Agriculture’s Rural Housing Services Agency’s (RHS) Rural
Rental Housing Loan Program and Rural Rental Assistance, the Department of
Housing and Community Development’s Farm Worker Housing Grant Program, a
Housing Assistance Council Grant and a Campaign for Human Development Grant
all funded the cooperative at San Jerardo. While these sources, particularly the
USDA funds, are still accessible for housing development, CHISPA’s developments,
like most affordable housing development in California, have in recent years been
largely supported by funds through the State Tax Credit Allocation Commission
(TCAC).
CHISPA notes in the 1980’s and 1990’s USDA funds including the 514 and 516
programs were the only programs accessible for supporting low-income farm
housing. However, USDA sources have not been continually pursued, as the
programs’ required rental structure does not provide sustaining revenues. CHISPA
leaders suggest little more than 30-100 units are operated under the programs’
statewide. CHISPA staff note, however, that an organization called Self-Help
Enterprises has been active in the county combining USDA funds with sweat equity
housing strategies (where residents provide labor to develop the home in order to
obtain reduced purchase prices or rents).
CHISPA has been successful in accessing Joe Serna grant funds in three noncooperative developments. The program is seen as difficult to access due to
significant documentation requirements. However, CHISPA staff suggests they are
always successful, because these requirements tend to limit competition. Their
grants average $2.5M per project with none exceeding $3M. CHISPA notes that a
typical development of farm worker housing at $10M is $4M from TCAC, $3M from
Serna and $3M from a bond leveraged by the other funding sources.
Case research of San Jerardo by California Coalition of for Rural Housing indicated
cooperative share prices at San Jerardo ranged from $24,000 to $28,000, which are
very high in relation to the typical income of potential members, but the burden is
offset by the low monthly carrying charges and is very low in relationship to typical
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down payment requirements in the surrounding area. Rental Housing Loan
Program regulations limit occupancy to low- and moderate-income households.
Carrying charges remain low due to the RHS 515 mortgage limits program
regulations, which set minimum monthly charges at the amount necessary to
service the low-interest mortgage and meet operating costs. Maximum monthly
carrying charges are set based on operating costs and debt service if the low
interest mortgage subsidy was not available. Carrying charges for cooperative
members are 30 percent of income, less a monthly utility allowance. In cases
where carrying charges would exceed 30 percent of income for renters, the Rural
Rental Assistance Program pays the difference. Seventeen cooperative households
receive this assistance at San Jerardo.
Lessons Learned
CHISPA staff advocate development of affordable condominiums as an alternative
to coops to provide access to ownership without additional management hurdles.
Additionally, CHISPA’s leadership is intrigued by community land trusts (CLTs) as
an emerging strategy for providing affordable housing, but stresses that
affordability covenants must still allow a return on residents’ down payment or else
there is questionable incentive to participate. However, California Coalition for
Rural Housing case research suggests that the exertion of control over property use
and protection from rising rental costs may be a strong attractant to low income
residents separate from return on investment.
While mirroring elements of conservation land trusts used to acquire and protect
open space and agricultural land; this strategy has focused on reducing the cost of
housing by removing land values from the price of associated units. CLTs typically
buy and retain the rights to land, while selling any buildings. The housing then has
an attached long-term renewable land lease (typically ninety-nine years),
assignable to the heirs of the leaseholder. CLTs then place "limited equity" policies
and formulas that restrict the resale price of the housing in order to maintain the
project’s long-term affordability.
Additionally, it should be noted that none of the funding sources that the San
Jerardo cooperative utilizes requires that shareholders continue in farm worker
employment after they become members. While households moving into the
cooperative are required to earn at least 51 percent of their household income from
agricultural labor at the time that they move in, there are no mandates to continue
employment in the sector. The practical implication of this has resulted in only
about one-third of households at San Jerardo actively participating in farm labor.
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ALBA’s Farm Training and
Research Center (FT&RC)
Background and Purpose
The Agriculture & Land-Based Training Association’s (ALBA) mission is to promote
economic viability, social equity and ecological land management among limited
resource farmers and agricultural laborers, in order to advance a sustainable food
system on California’s Central Coast. The Triple M Ranch, the site of the Farm
Training and Research Center (FT&RC), located in an environmentally sensitive and
economically important area, had been targeted for development of 20 large ranch
style homes. Instead, through a partnership with the Elkhorn Slough Foundation,
California Coastal Conservancy and the Packard Foundation, the Triple M Ranch was
purchased by the Association for Community Based Education (a Washington, DC
based non-profit organization) in 2000, with a vision to develop it into a training
center and incubator based on the Rural Development Center model, but focused
on established farmers.
The FTRC was founded in 2001 by ALBA to serve as an incubator for established
small growers within the Elkhorn Slough Watershed that are seeking to experiment
with alternative crops and conservation practices that are both economically viable
and protect the environment. The FTRC strives to provide an environment that
facilitates open dialogue between conservation and agricultural interests,
researchers and farmers, serving as an example of how sustainable agriculture
practices can enhance the preservation of sensitive natural environments. ALBA
owns the property, and the Elkhorn Slough Foundation, a local land trust, holds a
Natural Resource and Agricultural Easement on the property.
Target Producers
The target audience of the Center’s programs is established farmers (largely Latino)
seeking an opportunity to try new cultivation and conservation techniques in a
reduced risk setting. In addition, ALBA collaborates with numerous partners that
aim to reach the same audience and share its agricultural, conservation, local
economic development and social justice objectives. The Center offers continuing
education opportunities for farmers, ranchers, farmworkers and landowners on
numerous topics of interest, including production, pest and weed management,
marketing and business planning.
Land/Location
The Triple M Ranch is located at 420 Hall Road, Watsonville, CA, in the Elkhorn
Slough Watershed, which drains to the Elkhorn Slough National Estuarine Research
Reserve and the Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary. This location is
approximately equidistant between Watsonville and Salinas.
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Scale/Parcelization
The Ranch consists of 195 acres of sensitive riparian wetland, upland grassland,
Maritime Chaparral, and cultivated cropland ranging from 10’-320’ elevation.
Nearly one mile of Carneros Creek (the primary freshwater tributary to the Elkhorn
Slough) runs through the lowland area. Crops are grown on 67 acres and include
strawberries, raspberries, zucchini, cucumbers, cut flowers, chilacayota (zebra
squash), corn, beans, mixed vegetables and artichokes. These crops are grown
due to their suitability to the climate and soil, as well as their market opportunities.
Tenure/Management
As mentioned above, through a partnership with the Elkhorn Slough Foundation,
California Coastal Conservancy and the Packard Foundation, the Triple M Ranch was
purchased by the Association for Community Based Education (a Washington, DC
based non-profit organization) in 2000, with a vision to develop it into a training
center and incubator based on the Rural Development Center model, but focused
on established farmers. In 2001 ALBA began to manage the property under a
Management Agreement, and in 2003 ownership was transferred from ACBE to
ALBA.
Approximately 67 acres are cultivable under the terms of the Natural Resource and
Agricultural Easement. This easement stipulates that agriculture can only take
place within the designated parcels, and the remainder is only to be used to restore
and conserve its natural resources. Land is leased to participant farmers through
an annual lease agreement. Currently there are 10 tenant farmers on parcels
ranging from 1-10 acres.
Common Infrastructure and Amenities
ALBA offers a wide range of common infrastructure to its tenant farmers at the
FTRC, as well as to other area farmers that are interested in the numerous
educational opportunities available. Some of the infrastructure and amenities
include, but are not limited to:
• Farmer Education
o Course Offerings include:
 Farm Water Quality
 Direct Marketing
 Drip Irrigation
 Integrated Pest Management
 Furrow Arrangement and Grass Road Seeding
• Technical Assistance
• Water and Irrigation
• Tractors
• Barn storage
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•

“ALBA Organics” distribution and marketing assistance

Practices
At the request of tenant farmers, the majority of the cultivable land at the FTRC is
in transition to organic certification. In addition, ALBA is in the process of restoring
15 acres of wetland and 10 acres of upland habitat with the assistance of
partnership organizations. The synergy of environmental, university, and natural
resource professionals enables ALBA to teach, implement and research agricultural
and conservation best management practices.
Economics
In June of 2003, ALBA assumed the seller financed mortgage associated with the
Farm Training & Research Center, of approximately $245,000. ALBA currently
charges between $700-800 an acre per year to its tenant farmers, offering a below
market price to encourage innovation and risk-taking on the part of farmers. ALBA
receives funding from a diverse group of government and private donors interested
in agricultural viability, environmental protection, social equity and economic
development. ALBA also generates income through its land leasing and produce
distribution.
Lessons Learned
Due to its proximity to the San Francisco Bay Area, ALBA participants have good
access to markets for their products. ALBA and its participant farmers maintain
close ties to the local community through its Community Support Agriculture
Program (CSA), by hosting thousands of school children and university students
each year, and by serving as a demonstration and research site in collaboration
with universities, community colleges, non profit organizations and government
agencies.
As an incubator, the FTRC cannot provide long term or permanent access to land
for farmers. As such, the concept of an urban edge agricultural park represents a
potential alternative for ALBA farmers who are seeking long-term access or
purchase of agricultural land.
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ALBA’s Rural Development
Center (RDC)
Background and Purpose
The Agriculture & Land-Based Training Association’s (ALBA) mission is to promote
economic viability, social equity and ecological land management among limited
resource farmers and agricultural laborers, in order to advance a sustainable food
system on California’s Central Coast. The Rural Development Center (RDC) was
founded in 1985 as a “farmworker-to-farmer” training center, by the Association for
Community Based Education (ACBE), a Washington, DC based non-profit
organization. In 2000, ALBA was founded as a locally controlled organization to
assume the programs and assets of ACBE in California – namely the RDC, as well as
the Triple M Ranch to establish the Farm Training & Research Center (see Case
Study), which had recently been acquired by ACBE. The mission of the RDC
remains as it has for the last 20 years - to provide an incubator environment for the
development of small family run agricultural enterprises that are economically
viable and environmentally sound, especially, although not exclusively, among
Latino farmworkers seeking to establish themselves as independent farmers.
Target Producers
The target audience of the Center’s programs is aspiring farmers that come largely
from an agricultural labor background. ALBA also collaborates with numerous
partners that aim to reach the same audience and share its agricultural,
conservation, local economic development and social justice objectives. The Center
offers a six-month training course for beginning farmers, practical, hands-on
learning opportunities, technical and marketing assistance, access to land, as well
as agriculture and land management research opportunities. Organic production is
the focus of ALBA’s aspiring farmer education program, given the difficulty in
competing with conventional growers due to scale, the possibility for small farmers
to access direct markets, and the environmental and social benefits provided by
organic agriculture.
Land/Location
The Rural Development Center (RDC) is located at 1700 Old Stage Road, Salinas,
CA 93908, approximately 10 miles south of downtown Salinas, in the heart of the
Salinas Valley, the “Salad Bowl” of the world, an extremely important agricultural
production area for the U.S. and the world.
Scale/Parcelization
The RDC consists of 110 acres, of which approximately 100 are cultivable.
Approximately 25 aspiring and limited-resource farmers farm on parcels from ½ to
10 acres of land for up to three years. Crops grown include strawberries and
numerous cool weather crops such as greens, lettuces, brassicas, corn, and beans,
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in addition to herbs, flowers, and ornamental plants. Crops are grown due to their
suitability to the climate and soils, as well as their marketing opportunities.
Participants have collective access to agricultural and irrigation equipment,
greenhouse space, technical assistance on production issues, as well as to
marketing and post harvest handling advice, cooling facilities, and produce
distribution services through ALBA Organics.
Tenure/Management
The land is owned by ALBA and is leased to farmers on a yearly contract. ALBA has
approximately eight employees that provide technical assistance and management
support. The land is certified “Organic” under the ALBA name through California
Certified Organic Farmers (CCOF), but certification is maintained individually by the
farmers.
Common Infrastructure and Amenities
ALBA offers a wide range of common infrastructure and amenities at the RDC for its
students and farmers. Some of these include, but are not limited to:
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Education and training programs, including a formal education program in
organic production and farm management (a 6 month hands-on course) for
beginning farmers;
On-farm technical assistance;
Demonstration of production methods and crop research in the field (field
trials/conservation practices);
Water and irrigation equipment;
Tractors and other agricultural equipment;
Shop for repair and storage of equipment;
Post harvest equipment, Cooler and Storage Access;
Agricultural Tourism opportunities;
Opening new markets for produce and organizational development (sales
education);
“ALBA Organics” distribution and marketing assistance.

Practices
Agricultural practices focus on organic and sustainable production methods that
provide for the economic viability of farmers as well as ecosystem health.
Economics
ALBA owns the property, although there is a Mortgage Agreement (lien) in the
amount of $1 million placed on the property by the Economic Development
Administration (U.S. Department of Commerce) due to funding provided for
construction of a resource center, shop and cooling facility. This lien will be lifted in
2024. ALBA currently charges between $200 and $1000 an acre per year for
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farmland, offering a below market price to encourage business development and
innovation on the part of farmers. ALBA receives funding from a diverse group of
government and private donors interested in agricultural viability, environmental
protection, social equity and economic development. ALBA also generates income
through its land leasing and produce distribution.
Lessons Learned
Due to its proximity to the San Francisco Bay Area, ALBA participants have good
access to markets for their products. ALBA and its participant farmers maintain
close ties to the local community through its Community Support Agriculture
Program (CSA), by hosting thousands of school children and university students
each year, and by serving as a demonstration and research site in collaboration
with universities, community colleges, non profit organizations and government
agencies. As an incubator, the RDC cannot provide long term or permanent access
to land for farmers. As such, the concept of an urban edge agricultural park
represents a potential alternative for ALBA farmers who are seeking long-term
access or purchase of agricultural land.
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APPENDIX C: FUNDING SOURCES FOR AGPARK
COMPONENTS
In addition to the examples of funding identified in the case studies, there are a
host of mechanisms that may be tapped to support one or more aspects of the
AgPark concept. These are all summarized below, including innovative private
sector real estate development, public support for farm worker housing, farmland
preservation, and farmer training and assistance, and finally non-profit and
philanthropic support for program development in a variety of areas intersecting in
the AgPark concept presented in this study.

Private Sector Sources
One innovative approach to financing and preserving small farms, pioneered by the
QROE example, involves a private entrepreneur with real estate development goals
collaborating with existing farmers to preserve farming activities and open space.
This concept is built on the premise that homebuyers will purchase homes or lots
with the nearby amenity of active farming, much like the proven amenity of open
space. The developer purchases existing farms, but provides for permanent
farming activity through a Right to Farm agreement with the existing farmer. Then,
the developer permits and constructs single family homes and/or townhouses
surrounding the farm, and markets the lots or units to affluent buyers interested in
the farm or open space amenity and willing to pay a premium for the property. In
addition, in the QROE example, the developer has created an ongoing operating
subsidy source for the farmer, to ensure that normal business cycles do not
threaten this important development amenity. This operating subsidy is provided
by the homebuyers, who agree to fund an emergency operating fund in the event
the farmer has a low-revenue year.
This type of funding source demonstrates creative use of the combined value of
farming, open space, and homesite development in semi-rural, urban edge settings.
Demographic trends and real estate research indicate that this approach may have
wide applicability to AgPark concepts, because a segment of homebuyers seek this
type of amenity and value its scarcity. As baby boomers continue to age, it is likely
that this approach, combining an interest in the environment with a lifestyle choice,
could experience strong market demand in select locations near urban areas.
Another variation of this approach, which has been used in parts of the suburban
Bay Area with grape production opportunities, is illustrated by the Ruby Hills
subdivision in Livermore, as well as in the planned Vineyard Avenue Specific Plan
area in Pleasanton. In these cases, the housing is developed on relatively large
individual lots, and includes small vineyards with each homesite. This concept is
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less production-oriented, but instead based on the appeal of private property
owners to live as small vineyard owners.
In another variation, Wente Vineyards grows the grapes on 2,000 acres in the
Livermore Valley spread across 11 parcels of 5 to 166 acres each, under
conservation easements held by the Tri-Valley Conservancy.
In summary, the concept of transferring the value achieved by offering agricultural
proximity as a homesite amenity, may have substantial potential to fund AgPark
concepts. This approach would likely require attractive, appealing locations near
urban areas, with scenery or the appeal of a specific popular crop such as grapes or
specialty crops to attract buyers and obtain a sufficient land value premium for the
arrangement. It is likely that this approach could also be combined with second
home developments, and/or the tourist villa concept exemplified by the La Foce
example in Tuscany. Land uses, site design, environmental preservation, and the
logistics of operating a farm adjacent to homesites would all need to be carefully
planned and managed.
Another variation of the concept of supporting farming through private funding of
ancillary activities is to manage land resources like the National Trust in the UK,
where estates are donated to the organization and managed to maximize revenue
through vacation rentals, while offering leases to farmers at below-market rents.
However, it should be noted that this model presents several challenges, including
struggles to maintain financial viability within the organization (addressed through
major public donations), and the ongoing challenge of tenant farmers to maintain
viable agricultural operations even with below-market lease payments.
However, as demonstrated by La Foce in Italy and the Purple Orchid in Livermore,
agricultural tourism may be a viable income source in regional networks. Other
examples include eco-villages such as Findhorn in Scotland, where cooperative
ownership relies on tourism to support organic farming.
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Public Support for Farmland
Preservation
Public support for farmland preservation has typically relied on conservation
easements to preserve privately held properties in perpetuity rather than public
purchases of farmlands for active management. Bonds have been used to fund
easement acquisition locally and at the State level. Further, local development fees
have been used to acquire easements and the transfer of development rights,
allowing easements to be placed on properties at fair market value paid by willing
developers. These easements typically allow for passive land management with
little requirement for public access or environmentally sensitive stewardship.
However, should incentives, program funding and/or negotiated public access be
able to be linked with funding for easements, sources supporting easements may
present a well-established pool of funds to realize the AgPark vision. For example,
easements might be appropriate on sites adjacent to farmworker housing or an
incubator separately funded but supported by proximity and access to permanently
protected farmlands.
Example sources of federal, state and local level sources of such funding are
summarized below.
The federal Farm & Ranch Lands Protection Program provides funds to help
purchase development rights to keep productive farmland in agricultural uses.
Working through existing programs, USDA joins with state, tribal, or local
governments to acquire conservation easements or other interests from
landowners, providing up to 50 percent of the fair market easement value. To
qualify, farmland must: be part of a pending offer from a State, tribe, or local
farmland protection program; be privately owned; have a conservation plan; be
large enough to sustain agricultural production; be accessible to markets for what
the land produces; have adequate infrastructure and agricultural support services;
and have surrounding parcels of land that can support long-term agricultural
production.
Providing a source for matching dollars to USDA, the California Farmland
Conservancy Program (CFCP) is a voluntary program that seeks to encourage the
long-term, private stewardship of agricultural lands through the use of agricultural
conservation easements. The CFCP provides grant funding for projects which use
and support agricultural conservation easements for protection of agricultural lands.
In California, the passage of Proposition 40 made $75 million available for
farmland, rangeland, and oak woodland conservation. CFCP will directly administer
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a portion of these funds. Additional funding may come from donations, gifts,
federal grants or loans, or other sources. CFCP currently administers bond funds
remaining from Proposition 12 (which passed in 2000). The state budget allocates
$10 million to CFCP for the current (2003-04) fiscal year.
Further, a variety of local measures have been used throughout the Bay Area to
protect open space, inclusive of farmland (rarely exclusively of other open space)
including:
• Measure AA (Alameda and Contra Costa)
• Property tax increment (Marin)
• Open space district with taxation (San Mateo, Santa Clara)
• Open space bond (San Mateo)
• Sales tax (Sonoma)
• Landfill tipping fee (Alameda)
While a number of these, such as Measure AA and San Mateo’s bond measure have
or will shortly have spent all funds, new sources are being explored in jurisdictions
throughout the Bay Area, with Solano and Contra Costa counties specifically
developing new funding streams.
The City of Brentwood in Contra Costa County provides an example of strategies for
extending conservation easements on to existing farmlands:


Brentwood Agricultural Mitigation Fee – An existing development fee on all new
construction in Brentwood has generated $4 million to date and anticipated to
generate $10 million with fee potentially to be reviewed for an increase. A local
non-profit land trust has been initiated to utilize the funds for acquisition of
easement rights. Additionally, under a local Transfer of Agricultural Credits
(TAC) program, developers may purchase development rights on farmlands at a
negotiated price, for the local Trust to the hold in perpetuity in order to secure
additional development rights on an eligible development site.



Proposed County Open Space Protection and Enhancement Funding Measure - of
$130 million in acquisition funds for variety of open space priorities this
prospective bond measure for Contra Costa County earmarks $5 million for
Brentwood agricultural land preservation. Another $65 million for maintenance
and operations is scheduled for all land types.

Further, non-profit intermediaries fund easements as well as provide technical
support for implementing the strategy. The Great Valley Center’s Agricultural
Transaction Program (ATP) provides assistance to permanently protect farmland in
the Central Valley, with a specific focus on Yolo, Stanislaus and Merced counties.
The three counties are able to access the ATP funds for conservation-related
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transactions. Transaction types will include, but not be limited to, easements, fee
title purchase and resale, purchase options on land and purchase of subdivision
map entitlements. The ATP will grant up to 50 percent of the cash portion of
transactions. Successes of these three counties will create new models for
agricultural land conservation, and will encourage creative efforts elsewhere. Great
Valley Center provided funding from its “LEGACI” (Land Use, Environment, Growth,
Agriculture, Conservation and Investment) grant program to partially fund a project
that will produce a guidebook and series of seminars on farmland protection.
Other examples of this approach include the California Coastal Conservancy, which
works in California’s coastal zone; the Wildlife Conservation Board’s land acquisition
program, which includes funding for conservation easements; and the Packard
Foundation’s funding in certain parts of the state for agricultural conservation
easements, through its Conserving California Landscapes Initiative.
In general, when land is donated or purchased outright, rather than controlled
through easement, resulting site control increases the ability to generate
substantive public education and access as well as direct environmental
stewardship. For example, while the American Farmland Trust typically purchases
easements, an outright purchase of a 40-acre parcel outside of Fresno allowed for a
partnership with a local non-profit and the UC Extension to offer farm training and
access to low cost land to limited-resource farmers.
Other Sources of Public Funding for
Farmland Conservation15
 Conservation of Private Grazing Land Assistance: USDA provides technical,
educational and related assistance to owners of private grazing lands. The
technical assistance helps to offer opportunities for better grazing land
management, protecting soil and water quality, and improving wildlife habitat.
 Environmental Protection Agency - Agriculture Initiative: provides funding to
support the implementation of environmentally sound, economically viable, and
socially responsible sustainable agriculture systems. The Agricultural Initiative in
California focuses on the Central Valley. It provides grants targeted at pollution
prevention systems such as biologically Integrated Farming Systems (BIFS) the
development of sustainable and organic cotton farming. It also provides
educational information concerning regulatory issues, human health concerns
and policy innovations. In 2002, the Agricultural Initiative provided $200,000 in
competitive grants for projects that demonstrate innovative pest management
strategies.
 California Department of Conservation – Williamson Act: enables landowners to
receive a lower property tax assessment for agricultural lands. Landowners can
15

Taken from Conservation Incentives Available in California, from Wild Farm Alliance
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enroll agricultural land in the program by entering a ten-year contract in which
they agree not to develop the land. In exchange, the land is assessed at its
agricultural use value rather than its potential development value. This can save
landowners 20-75 percent in property tax liability each year. The Farmland
Security Zone (FSZ) Act, also known as the "Super Williamson Act,” is a twentyyear contract in which landowners can receive an additional 35 percent
reduction in the land's value for tax purposes. Counties are partially reimbursed
by the state for lost property tax revenues through the Williamson Act
Subvention Fund.
California Department of Water Resources - Flood Protection Corridor Program:
provides funds for public agencies and non-profits to acquire easements or land
for flood control, preservation of agricultural land and wildlife habitat protection.
Private landowners could access this funding for watershed projects through
participation in their RCD or other local organizations. This funding comes
through the 2000 Water Bond (Proposition 13) passed by California's voters.
Wildlife Conservation Board - Natural Heritage Preservation Tax Credit Program:
Through the recently enacted Natural Heritage Preservation Tax Credit Act,
landowners are entitled to tax credits of an amount equal to 55 percent of the
fair market value for any property rights donated to government agencies or
qualified non-profit organizations. The program provides an incentive for
landowners to donate their land (or easements on their property) for the benefit
of natural resources. To qualify, properties must help meet the goals of an
existing conservation plan, provide habitat that will improve the recovery
potential for threatened or endangered species, permanently protect agricultural
land, be a water right, or be used for a park or open space for the general
public.
Conservation Security Program: this program offers three tiers of “green
payments” that financially reward farmers and ranchers for good environmental
stewardship. Payments are based on the number and type of conservation
practices that are implemented on a farm or ranch. The maximum payment for
Tier I practices is $20,000 annually, Tier II is $35,000 and Tier III is $45,000.
Environmental Quality Incentives Program (EQIP): provides technical,
educational, and financial assistance to eligible farmers and ranchers to address
soil, water, and related natural resource concerns on their lands in an
environmentally beneficial and cost-effective manner. Participants prepare
conservation plans and enter 5-10 year contracts to implement the plans. The
2002 farm bill increased annual funding for EQIP to $200 million in 2002, $700
million in 2003 and over $1 billion thereafter.
Resource Conservation and Development Program (RC&D): part of the USDA’s
Rural Development branch. The RC&D program is designed to improve the
capability of state and local government to plan, develop, and carry out resource
conservation programs. Through the program, USDA provides grants for land
conservation, community development and environmental protection.
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Affordable Rural Housing Grant and
Loan Programs
Farmworker housing has typically been unbuildable on land under easements,
making the linkage of farmworker housing to permanent farmland protection
practically non-existent nationally. However, the need for such housing – at
subsidized rents or purchase prices - to support continued agricultural production
was the most important finding of the survey of farmers identified by ALBA.
Further, advocates for farm worker housing face continual opposition to their
projects – either on the grounds that local housing will eliminate prime agricultural
lands or that the design and population of such housing is locally undesirable. Welldesigned AgParks could address concerns about appropriately placed housing while
at the same time tapping multiple well established funding streams for farm worker
housing and associated land and utilities.
Mercy Housing, a national non-profit affordable housing organization, develops and
operates affordable housing with supportive services. Staff in Northern California
are pursuing an innovative strategy to locate farmworker housing on farmland
protected by the California Williamson Act (contracts between landholders and the
State, for up to 10 years, in which the farmer commits to farming the land and the
State allows for property tax reductions). Mercy Housing is trying to use a little
known, recent amendment to the Williamson Act that allows for farmworker
housing development16, but has not achieved entitlement approvals to date.
However, Mercy staff anticipate implementing the strategy on an appropriate site,
and expect that funding from sources such as USDA (for affordable housing as well
as utilities such as sewage treatment systems) could be readily funded.
The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) operates several housing programs that
provide financial and technical assistance to farmworkers and other low-income
households in rural areas. These programs, while not directly aimed at agricultural
production, nevertheless finance housing, land acquisition, and utility development,
all key pieces of the AgPark concept. Types of USDA housing support include:
 Section 502 - rural housing mortgages to promote home ownership,
 Section 514-516 - Multi-family housing production programs, farm labor
housing
 Section 515 - rural rental housing
 Section 504 - repair program, housing rehabilitation programs
 Section 533 - housing preservation

16

The amendments to the Williamson Act specifically require lands be adjacent to urban
areas to allow the development of housing for farmworkers on the otherwise contractually
undevelopable lands, making the tool a unique fit with the vision for the AgPark.
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Additionally, federal Low Income Housing Tax Credits, as administered by the
California Tax Credit Allocation Committee (TCAC), provide financing for the
development of affordable housing throughout California, including a set aside of
tax credits for farmworker housing. This is an ongoing financing source,
reauthorized periodically by the federal government.
Finally, at the state level, the Joe Serna Jr. Farmworker Housing Grant Program
supports new construction, rehabilitation and acquisition of farmworker housing,
either owner-occupied or rental, with priority for low-income households. As of
October 2003, this program had received $108 million from Proposition 46
(administered by the State Housing and Community Development). Further, funds
from Prop 46 were provided for JSJ Migrant Housing and JSJ Housing with Health
Services with a combined allocation of $45 million.
Other Farmworker Housing programs:
 Home Investment Partnership Program (HOME)
 State Community Development Block Grants (CDBGs)
 Farm Labor Housing Loan and Grant Program
 State Tax Credit Allocation Commission
 Self-Help Enterprises
Direct Farmer Assistance
In order to support agriculture at the urban edge, it is likely that various forms of
direct farmer assistance will be needed, such as training for new immigrants,
organic production methods, adoption of new technologies, joint marketing, or
financial/technical support to farmers unable to make an operating profit.
This type of support, which goes beyond the passive nature of an easement
agreement, has generally been funded by philanthropic interests. Additionally, inkind technical support is given through public organizations such as the UC
Cooperative Extension and Sustainable Agriculture Research and Education
Program.
The USDA Farm Service Agency’s New Entry Sustainable Farming Project (NESFP)
highlights a geographically specific effort for direct assistance with key linkages
between land, new farmers, and marketing. The USDA developed a comprehensive
strategy with a wide range of partners including Tufts University, USDA FSA,
University of Massachusetts Extension, Massachusetts Department of Food and
Agriculture, USDA NRCS, and several community groups and local farmers. The
initiative drew on the available programs and resources of these institutions in
order to provide beginning farmers with full access to information and assistance to
help them succeed in small-scale commercial agriculture. Created as a "mentor
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farm" program, established farmers provided access to land for program
participants, assisted with land preparation, and gave on-site technical assistance.
After working on a mentor farm site, new farmers were offered opportunities to
move onto larger independent parcels of land in the area as identified by USDA.
The Project also linked large immigrant communities in urban areas to consumer
preferences for "specialty" crops with high values such as pea tendrils, encouraging
farmers' markets and retail grocery stores to sell the fresh, high quality products.
The Project organized training and technical assistance for new farmers to address
important issues such as production, pesticide use, farm safety, finances,
recordkeeping, and marketing. Increasingly the project is emphasizing marketingoriented strategies as central to successful farming strategies for project
participants.
Locally, the Funders for Sustainable Food Systems (FSFS) have a vision of
California as the leader and model state developing sustainable food systems.
FSFS works toward this vision by raising funder awareness about the critical need
for and the multiple problem areas addressed by sustainable food systems. Areas
such as public health, environmental degradation, labor rights, marine ecosystems,
animal welfare, and food security are linked to the way food is grown, distributed,
and consumed in California. Participating grantmakers include:















Arkay Foundation
Columbia Foundation
Gaia Fund
Fred Gellert Family Foundation
Richard and Rhoda Goldman Fund
Clarence E. Heller Charitable Foundation
Homeland Foundation
W.K. Kellogg Foundation
William Zimmerman Foundation
Coastal Conservancy
Rural Development Corporation
American Farmland Trust
California Rangeland Trust
Conserving California Landscapes Initiative Resource Legacy Fund
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APPENDIX D: PRODUCER SURVEY INSTRUMENTS
Land Access Needs Survey

(4 pages)

Questionnaire for Farmers about Interest in Potential AgPark Sites

(4 pages)
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Appendix D: Producer Survey Instruments
Feasibility Study for Urban Edge Agricultural Parks
Land Access Needs Survey
A project of SAGE (Sustainable Agriculture Education) in collaboration with: Agriculture & Land Based
Training Association (ALBA); Bay Area Economics (BAE); Trust for Public Land (TPL); UC
Cooperative Extension, Alameda and Fresno Counties; WRT-Solomon-ETC.

Funded by and in partnership with the USDA Risk Management Agency (RMA) Community
Outreach and Assistance Partnership Program
Farmer Profile/General Information
1. Is your primary occupation farming?
Yes
No
2. Do you receive the majority of your income from farming?
Yes
No
a. If no, what percentage of your income would you estimate comes from farming?
_____%
3. Would you classify yourself as one of the following types of farmers? (circle those that apply
– based on USDA definitions)
Specialty Crop Producer (producer of all agricultural crops, except wheat, feed grains,
oilseeds, cotton, rice, peanuts, sugar, and tobacco – i.e. non-commodity. Source: USDA
Specialty Crop Block Grant Program)
Limited Resource Farmer (less than $100,000 yearly farm income in previous 2
years AND total household income at or below the national poverty level for a family
of four or less than 50 percent of county median household income in each of the
previous two years. Source: USDA NRCS)
Socially Disadvantaged Farmer (a member of one or more of the following groups
whose members have been subjected to racial or ethnic prejudice because of their
identity as members of a group without regard to their individual qualities. Groups
include, but are not limited to, African-Americans, Native Americans, Alaskan
Natives, Hispanics, Asians, and Pacific Islanders. Source: USDA 2501 Program)
Traditionally Underserved Farmer (generally refers to ethnic minority farmers,
including African-American, American Indian, Hispanic or Asian-Pacific Islanders,
as well as women farmers. Source: USDA National Commission on Small Farms)

Small Farmer (operates a farm with less than $250,000 gross receipts annually, on which
day-to-day labor and management are provided by the farmer and/or the farm family that
owns the production or owns, or leases, the productive assets. Source: USDA National
Commission on Small Farms)
Aspiring/Beginning Farmer (no farming experience, or less than 10 consecutive years
experience. Source: USDA NRCS)
4. How long have you been farming?
_______ years
5. Where are you currently farming?
___________________________
6. Would you be interested and willing to farm in: (circle those that apply)
Fresno County
East Bay
South Bay
Monterey County
Other (w/in Greater Bay Area) _________________
7. What sort of crops or animals do you raise? (circle those that apply)
Vegetable/Row (including strawberries)
Fruit (including caneberries)
Dairy/Cattle
Wine Grapes
Other ____________________________
8. How much land do you currently cultivate/manage?
_______________ acres
9. What sorts of agricultural practices do you employ?
Organic
Integrated Pest Management
Other ____________________________

Sustainable
BIOS
Wildlife friendly

10. How do you currently market your products? (circle those that apply)
Farmers Market
CSA
Brokers
Wholesalers
Cash Buyers
Farm Stand
Restaurants
Cooperative
Institutions (schools, hospitals, etc)
Other _________________
Land Access Needs
11. The focus of this project is to identify land that can be used both for farming and for
containing the urban edge (meaning, within 50 miles of the edge of a growing urban area).
Would you be interested and willing to farm on the urban edge?
Yes
No

12. Would you be interested and willing to farm in a collective situation, where your neighbors
are other farmers, and where infrastructure is shared?
Yes
No
13. Would you be interested and willing to farm in an Urban Edge Agricultural Park where
controlled public access and education are components?
Yes
No
14. If you are willing to consider some sort of shared farming situation, which of the following
alternatives would be your preference? (circle response that applies)
- Collective ownership/Management of infrastructure and amenities (e.g. packing house,
farm stand, educational facility, etc.)
- Completely independent farming operation with a farmowners association that manages
the minimum infrastructure (e.g. roads, irrigation)
15. What sort of tenure (rental/lease/ownership) arrangement would you prefer in an ideal
situation? (circle those that apply)
Rental
Standard Lease (1-3 years)
Long-term lease (4 years or more)
Ownership
16. How much land are you interested in farming?
___________ Acres
17. How important is it for you to live on your farm? (circle response that applies)
Very Important
Marginally Important
Somewhat Important
Not Important at all
18. How important is it for you to have on-farm housing for employees and workers? (circle
response that applies)
Very Important
Marginally Important
Somewhat Important
Not Important at all
Resources for Obtaining Access to Land
19. Do you feel that your access to good farmland is limited?
Yes
No
a. If yes, why?
__________________________________________
__________________________________________
20. Would you be interested in farming in another location if it meant: (circle those that apply)
Better soil
Better access to markets
Collective management of infrastructure
Other ________________

21. What is your estimated net income from farming?
$______________2003
$______________2001

$________________2002
$________________2000

22. Do you receive off-farm income that helps support your farming operation?
Yes
No
23. What would be an affordable land expenditure for your farming operation, per acre/per year?
$_____________per acre/per year
24. Do you have savings that could be used for purchase of land or farm infrastructure?
Yes
No
25. Is your credit history good enough to obtain a mortgage?
Yes
No
26. Do you have a business plan for your farming operation?
Yes
No
a. If no, would you be interested in developing one?
Needs for Agricultural Infrastructure
27. Circle infrastructure needs for your farming operation:
Security
Fencing
Electricity
Other ___________________________
Preferences for Related Infrastructure and Amenities
28. Circle Infrastructure and Amenities you would be interested in having access to for your
farming operation:
Landscaped edge/Hedgerows
Public access to common area
Packing/Cooling/Sales facility
Composting/Recylcing/Energy generation
Other __________________________

Natural features (i.e. stream)
Educational facility
Value added facility
Bike/equestrian trails

Feasibility Study for Urban Edge Agricultural Parks

Questionnaire for Farmers about Interest in Potential AgPark Sites
Please return survey to ALBA at: PO Box 6264, Salinas, CA 93912 * Ph: 831-758-1469 Fax: 831-758-3665
Email: brett@albafarmers.org

Background Questions (fill in all that apply)
29. For current farmers, how many years have you been farming? _______________________________
For aspiring farmers, what is your agricultural background? _________________________________
1a. Do you receive the majority of your income from farming?
Yes
No
If no, what percentage of your income would you estimate comes from farming? _____%
1b. What is your estimated net income from farming?
$______________2003
$______________2001

$________________2002
$________________2000

Crops
30. What crops do you grow? _______________________________________________________
31. What is your current growing season? ____________________________________________
Land
32. Do you currently lease or own your crop land, or both? Please check category and specify
approximate acreage.
___Lease - acres: ______________
___Own - acres: _______________
___Both - acres: _______________
33. Approximately how much do you pay per year (lease or debt payments) per acre for your currently
farmed acreage? ___________________________________________________
Water Use
34. How much water do you currently use?
_____ total acre ft. per year (over acreage specified above)
and/or
At what rate do your wells produce?
_____ gall per minute (gpm) (over acreage specified above)
General
35. Would you be willing to farm organically if this were a requirement for the site?

Y

N

36. Would you be interested in the idea of trading services (such as tractor work, landscaping, being a
docent, etc.) for rent/lease?
37. Would you be interested in having access to and/or sharing amenities such as:
___ Farmstand
___Greenhouses
___ Packing/Processing Facility
___Large equipment time-share
___Commercial Kitchen
___Other (specify)_____________________

Site A
Location
Land Owner
Size
Current Status & Use
History
Future Uses

Site Characteristics
Water
Potential Cropping

Urban South San Jose, surrounded by residential neighborhoods, near Hwy.
85.
Recently donated by a long-time farming family to local agency.
290 acres
Orchards, row crops, and fallow; historic house and farm buildings.
Orchards, row crops, livestock and grasses and grains
Historic Interpretive Farm, passive recreation (walking and bike trails) and
agriculture. The potential AgPark, of approximately 250 acres, would likely
include, small-scale organic and/or sustainable farming, educational farming
(e.g. 4-H), community gardens, and an onsite farmstand.
Flat land, soils include heavy adobe, ashy clay, and sandy loam.
Water table between 20 and 75 feet deep. Well water available.
Orchards, row crops, small livestock operations, small greenhouse and value
added operations.
Central buildings could serve as equipment storage, animal barns, etc.
Range from 1-50 acres.
Lease only, probably from 1-10 years.

Infrastructure
Potential Plot Sizes
Lease/Ownership
Possibilities
Housing No housing on-site.
Please answer the following questions for SITE A only. Check all that apply.

a1. In general, does this site interest you?
Y
N
Why? (additional questions or comments) ____________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
a2. How many acres would you be interested in farming on this site?
___ under 5
___ 5-10
___10-20
____20-50
a3. Desired cropping (check applicable categories and specify types, i.e. flowers, vegetables, goats, etc.)
___Row crops ________________________________________________________
___Animal operation _________________________________________________
___Orchards _________________________________________________________
___Grains & Grasses __________________________________________________
___Other ____________________________________________________________
a4. Approximately how much water would you require? __________________________
a5. Desired market:
___Direct marketing:
___Farm Stand
___On-Site Farmers’ Market
___Direct to restaurants
___Wholesale

___CSA ___Farmers’ Market

a6. Would you be interested in income generation through the following types of educational
programming?
___Tours ____School visits ___Volunteer groups ____Workshops ___Other
a7. Would you be interested in farming at this site with a very short-term, interim agreement, before the
AgPark is established, beginning sometime next year?
Y
N

Site B
Fremont, adjacent to freeways and residential areas.
Land Owner Public Agency
Size 200 acres
Current Status & Use Historical/educational farm and visitors center, event facilities (weddings,
etc.), year-round working organic farm, farm stand.
History Currently certified organic, vegetable row crops, orchards, large corn and
pumpkin patches, fallow.
Future Uses Continued use as historic interpretive farm and organic agriculture. The
potential AgPark, of approximately 75 acres, would possibly include a
number of small-scale organic farming operations, linked to educational
programming of the site, the diverse Fremont market, and to an expanded
farm stand on-site.
Site Characteristics Class one soils, windbreaks, smaller fields dispersed around central facility.
Well water.
Water
Potential Cropping Orchards, row crops, small livestock operations.
Infrastructure Storage sheds, water, roads.
Potential Plot Sizes Range from 5-25 acres.
Lease/Ownership Lease only, probably from 1-10 years.
Possibilities
Housing No housing on-site.

Location

Please answer the following questions for SITE B only. Check all that apply.
b1. In general, does this site interest you?
Y
N
Why? (additional questions or comments) ______________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________
b2. How many acres would you be interested in farming on this site?
___ under 5 ___ 5-10
___10-20
____20-50
b3. Desired cropping (check applicable categories and specify types, i.e. vegetables, goats, etc.)
___Row crops ________________________________________________________
___Animal husbandry _________________________________________________
___Orchards _________________________________________________________
___Grasses and grains __________________________________________________
b4. Approximately how much water would you require? ______________________________
b5. Desired market:
___Farm Stand
___On-Site Farmers’ Market
___Direct to restaurants
___Wholesale

___CSA

___Farmers’ Market

b6. Would you be interested in income generation through the following types of educational
programming?
___Tours ____School visits ___Volunteer groups ____Workshops ___Other

Site C
Location
Land Owner
Size
Current Status & Use
History
Future Uses

Site Characteristics
Water
Potential Cropping

Santa Clara County
Private
200 acres
Active agriculture and fallow.
Orchard, pasture, grains, row crops, etc.
The potential AgPark, adjacent to a developing public greenway, would
possibly include small scale and sustainable agriculture with potential for
educational programs, agro-tourism, u-pick, farmstands, etc.
Good soils.
Well on property.
Many possibilities including: row crops, specialty crops, flowers, orchards,
small livestock operations, small greenhouse, plant nursery.
Well water.
Large range, from 5-50 acres.
Lease, ownership.

Infrastructure
Potential Plot Sizes
Lease/Ownership
Possibilities
Housing Potential for housing on-site.

Please answer the following questions for SITE C only. Check all that apply.
c1. In general, does this site interest you?
Y
N
Why? (additional questions or comments)
________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________
c2. How many acres would you be interested in farming on this site?
___ under 5 ___ 5-10
___10-20
____20-50 ___50+
c3. Desired cropping (check applicable categories and specify types, i.e. vegetables, goats, etc.)
___Row crops ________________________________________________________
___Animal husbandry _________________________________________________
___Orchards _________________________________________________________
___Grasses and grains __________________________________________________
c4. Approximately how much water would you require? ____________________________
c5. Desired market:
___Farm Stand ___On-Site Farmers’ Market
___Direct to restaurants
___Wholesale

___CSA

___Farmers’ Market

c6. Would you be interested in income generation through the following types of educational
programming?
___Tours ____School visits ___Volunteer groups ____Workshops ___Other
c7. Would you be interested in farming at this site with a very short-term, interim agreement, before the
AgPark is established, beginning sometime next year?
Y
N

