THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE COUNTY OF STANISLAUS

| AGENDA SUMMARY
DEPT: Chief Executive Office / BOARD AGENDA # 9:10 a.m.

Urgent Roﬁtine E'!] AGENDA DATE November 9, 2010

CEO Concurs with Recommendation YE [] 4/5 Vote Required YES [ | NO [u]
(Information Attached)

SUBJECT:
Public Hearing to Approve the Implementation of SB863 to Establish New Williamson Act Contracts
Including the Reduction of Property Tax Benefits by Ten Percent and a Related Reduction of the Term of
the Contracts to Nine Years to be Effective Beginning Calendar Year 2011 and Related Actions

STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS:

1. Conduct a public hearing and approve the implementation of SB863 to establish new Williamson Act
contracts including reduction of property tax benefits by ten percent and a related reduction of the term
of the contracts to nine years, to be effective beginning calendar year 2011.

2. Approve a one-time modification of StanislausCounty's non-renewal procedures to allow landowners to
file notices of non-renewal up to February 1, 2011 to be effective in calendar year 2011.

(Continued on page 2)

FISCAL IMPACT:

This item implements the provisions of SB863 and statutorily modifies the assessment value of Williamson
Act parcels within Stanislaus County. Direct costs associated with implementation include mailing
notifications to landowners estimated at approximately $2,050. Costs associated with these noticing
requirements will be funded out of existing budgeted appropriations. Indirect costs include increased staff
time from the Assessor, Auditor, Clerk-Recorder, Tax Collector, and Planning and Community
Development Departments related to modifications to the assessed values, revision of tax bills, recording
(Continued on page 2)

BOARD ACTION AS FOLLOWS:

No. 2010-700
On motion of Supervisor___ Chiesa___________________. , Seconded by Supervisor ___DeMartini _______________
and approved by the following vote,
Ayes: Supervisors:_______ Chiesa, DeMartini, and_Vice-Chairman Monteith. ___________ ...
Noes: Supervisors:______ None
Excused or Absent: Supervisors: _Chairman Grover T
Abstaining: Supervisor:_ Q ’_B_rjer]_________,__________________-_-_________-___-_--____.-.-.-_-:_-_—_-_-.-____._
1) X Approved as recommended
2) Denied County Counsel determined that Supervisors O’Brien, Chiesa, and DeMartini have
3) Approved as amended disqualifying conflicts of interest because they all own agricultural property under
4  _ Other Williamson Act contract or qualified to be under contract. Therefore, in order to
MOTION: establish a quorum to consider this matter the Board invoked the rule of necessity and

drew lots to determine which two Supervisors would participate in the decision.
Supervisors De Martini and Chiesa drew long straws and thus participated in the
decision.

ATTEST: CHRISTINE FERRARO TALLMAN, Clerk File No.
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STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS: (Continued)

3. Direct staff to notify all contracted landowners of the following:
(A)  The final decision of the Board of Supervisors after the conclusion of the
November 9, 2010 public hearing.
(B) The landowner’s right to prevent the reduction in the term of his or her
contract by serving notice of non-renewal as specified by Government
Code Section 51245.

4. Direct the Assessor, Auditor, Tax Collector, Clerk Recorder and Director of
Planning and Community Development to take all necessary steps to implement
SB863 including but not limited to recording a notice that states the affected
parcel numbers and current owner's names, making the appropriate
modifications to all affected properties assessed values, and modifying the Fiscal
Year 2011-2012 tax bills to reflect the assessment changes and supplemental
fees associated with the reduced tax benefit.

FISCAL IMPACTS: (Continued)

documents and administration of Williamson Act contracts and potential non-renewal
applications. However, if ultimately approved to move forward with implementation of
SB863, based on information provided by the bill's sponsors, the County’s General
Fund could realize increased revenue for Fiscal Year 2011-2012 of up to $1,398,500.

DISCUSSION:
Process

On October 26, 2010, the Board of Supervisors authorized staff to initiate the first steps
necessary to implement SB863 by taking the following actions:

1) Finds that the County received less than one-half of the foregone property tax
revenue pursuant to Government Code Section 16142.1(d)(1) for the 2009/10
fiscal year;

2) Set a public hearing on 11/09/2010 at 9:10 a.m. to consider adoption of the
implementation of the provisions authorized in SB863 and outlined in subdivision
(b) of Government Code Section 51244 and Section 51244.3; and,

3) Directed staff to notify all contracted landowners of the following: (A) the
scheduled public hearing on 11/09/2010 at 9:10 a.m. to consider adoption of the
implementation of SB863, (B) the final decision of the Board after the conclusion
of the 11/09/2010 a.m. public hearing, and (C) the landowner’s right to prevent
the reduction in the term of his or her contract by serving notice of non-renewal
as specified by Government Code Section 51245.
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On October 27, 2010, a total of 4,611 landowner notices were mailed to all property
owners of parcels restricted by a Williamson Act contract. Owners of multiple parcels
under contract were sent only a single notification. The landowner list was generated
from the latest version of the Assessor’'s data base. As required, the notification
included the scheduled public hearing on 11/09/2010 at 9:10 a.m. to consider final
adoption of the implementation of SB863, and the landowner’s right to prevent the
reduction in the term of his or her contract by serving notice of non-renewal as specified
by Government Code Section 51245. The notice was also published in The Modesto
Bee on October 28, 2010.

Foliowing this public hearing, should the Board decide to implement SB863, staff will
once again mail out notifications as required, to inform landowners of the final decision
and their right to file a notice of non-renewal.

Background

AB2530, signed by the Governor on September 25, 2010, and subsequently replaced
by SB863, signed on October 19, 2010, provides an opportunity for counties to offset a
portion of the loss of Williamson Act Subvention funds by establishing new contracts as
of January 1, 2011 which would reduce a landowner’s property tax benefits, reduce the
term of the Williamson Act contract, and allow increased revenues to be transferred
directly into the County’s General Fund (See Attachment 1). It is a temporary solution
that sunsets in 2015. Additionally, if a landowner does not want to participate in the
shorter contract with its reduced level of benefit, the landowner has the option to non-
renew the contract.

According to the California Farm Bureau Federation, these bills will allow counties to
voluntarily implement new contracts that are 10 percent shorter in return for a 10
percent reduction in the landowner’s property tax relief. The adoption of the new,
shorter contracts requires a majority vote of the Board of Supervisors and would only be
allowed in years when counties receive replacement of less than one-half of their
foregone general fund property tax revenue from the program. The Farm Bureau
sponsored AB2530 to help counties recoup lost state funding and to encourage
counties to maintain a program that benefits family farmers and ranchers. In a recent
article in the Farm Bureau’s AgAlert, John Gamper, California Farm Bureau taxation
and land use director, stated:

“The Farm Bureau sponsored this bill in order to save a very successful land
conservation program that not only provides farmers with significant property tax
relief, but also the certainty that they can continue to farm without incompatible,
non-farm uses coming in next to them,”
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From Sacramento, the Legislative Analyst's summary for SB863 states:

(1) Existing law, the Williamson Act, authorizes a city or county
to enter into 10-year contracts with owners of land devoted to
agricultural use, whereby the owners agree to continue using the
property for that purpose, and the city or county agrees to value
the land accordingly for purposes of property taxation. Existing
law sets forth procedures for reimbursing cities and counties for
property tax revenues not received as a result of these contracts.

This bill would, beginning January 1, 2011, and until January

1, 2015, authorize a county, in any fiscal year in which payments
authorized for reimbursement to a county for lost revenue are less
than 1/2 of the participating county’s actual foregone general fund
property tax revenue, to revise the term for newly renewed and
new contracts and require the assessor to value the property, as
specified, based on the revised contract term. The bill would
provide that a landowner may choose to nonrenew and begin the
cancellation process. The bill would also provide that any increased
revenues generated by properties under a new contract shall be
paid to the county. This bill would appropriate $10,000,000 from
the General Fund to the Controller for the 2010-11 fiscal year to
make subvention payments to counties, as specified.

Historically, the State budget has included over $37 million in Williamson Act subvention
funding, but in the Fiscal Year 2009-2010 State budget, the Governor removed all but
$1,000 of Williamson Act subvention funding statewide from the budget. This action
compounded the fiscal crisis confronting California’s counties and Stanislaus County
lost approximately $1,332,000 in subvention funds last year. Subvention funds are paid
directly to the county general fund, and the loss of this revenue last year from the State
added to county general fund deficits state-wide, including here in Stanislaus County.

Many counties responded by seeking legislative relief, considering local revenue
options, considering filing notices of non-renewals and delaying entering into any new
Williamson Act contracts. Stanislaus County accepted the loss of funds for Fiscal Year
2009-2010 and delayed any action in response pending potential legislative relief
opportunities.

For Fiscal Year 2010-2011, the adopted State budget once again did not include
funding for counties for the Williamson Act Subvention and for the second year in a row
Stanislaus County lost approximately $1.3 million in General Fund discretionary
revenue. However, on October 19, 2010, Governor Schwarzenegger signed SB863 into
law which included $10 million in Williamson Act subvention funding. Stanislaus
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County’s share of that funding is estimated to be approximately $393,000. This partial
subvention will be allocated as revenue to the County in Fiscal Year 2010-2011. The
bill also provided clean-up language to AB2530, allowing counties, if they so chose, to
implement the provisions of the bill for Fiscal Year 2011-2012.

A Partial Solution: AB2530 and SB863

In mid August, the approach originally reflected in AB2530, and now reflected in SB683
emerged as a viable alternative. This approach was developed rapidly with input from
the California Farm Bureau Federation, the Resource Landowners Group, California
State Association of Counties and Regional Council of Rural Counties. In addition, a
“clean-up” bill, SB863 was passed by both houses and signed by the Governor on
October 19, 2010. SB863 included provisions to statutorily direct a uniform increase in
valuations upon implementation of the shorter contract terms, and allocated $10 million
to be paid to counties as partial subvention funding this year.

SB863 creates a program that a county can use when State subvention funding falls to
less than half of the county’s “actual foregone general fund property tax revenue”. In
such a case, SB863 enables a county to shorten its 10-year Williamson Act contracts to
nine years. Landowners can “opt out” of this approach by non-renewing their
Williamson Act contract instead of accepting the shorter contract. For landowners who
accept the shorter term, the Assessor is required to apply a new assessed value that
reflects the shorter term. The increased valuation is statutorily mandated (under
SB863) to be 10% of the difference between (a) the full unrestricted value of the
property under Proposition 13 or the market value, and (b) the restricted value of the
property under the Williamson Act.

This means that for every dollar in property taxes that a contracted landowner currently
avoids by having their land under contract, SB863 requires that ten cents be paid
annually to the County. None of the additional revenues generated by SB863 are to be
shared with the State or other government entities, and landowners retain 90% of their
tax benefits of the Williamson Act.

The resulting revenue stream for Stanislaus County is estimated to be approximately
$1,398,500 in Fiscal Year 2011-2012. Stanislaus County’s foregone revenues
(assuming all Williamson Act properties were assessed at their Proposition 13 values)
would be approximately $1,538,000. In addition, with implementation of SB863, the
County will receive partial subvention funds in Fiscal Year 2010-2011 estimated at
approximately $393,000, regardless of whether SB863 is implemented or not. Based
on current estimates, this increased revenue to the General Fund could reduce the
anticipated county-wide deficit in Fiscal Year 2011-2012

SB863 has a sunset date of January 1, 2015. Those closely involved with SB863,
including the California Farm Bureau Federation and CSAC, expect it to serve as only a
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temporary, partial solution to the loss of subvention funding. They intend to pursue other
means of providing an adequate revenue stream for participating counties over the next
four years if subvention funding is not restored. Staff will continue to participate in
related discussions. SB863 should be viewed as a first step toward a more
comprehensive and lasting solution.

Alternatives

Implementation of SB863 is voluntary. Stanislaus County is not mandated to implement
SB863 now or in the future. The bill preserves the opportunity to take no action, to take
action now or in future years (through the sunset date of January, 2015), or to non-
renew all or some of the contracts under our jurisdiction. There are approximately
8,409 separate Assessor's Parcels under about 4,654 different owners in Stanislaus
County.

Implementation of SB863 would result in increased expenses for landowners currently
enjoying the significant tax benefit of the Williamson Act, but would also result in
increased revenues of approximately $1.4 million annually directly to the County's
General Fund each year. The Board of Supervisors will have to make an annual
determination as to whether the SB863 provisions should be implemented in each of the
coming fiscal years.

As an alternative, the Board of Supervisors could choose to file notices of non-renewal
on all Williamson Act contracted parcels. This would essentially phase out the
Williamson Act over a 10 year period. However, because participating landowners can
effectively block any increases for the first four years of the non-renewal period by filing
a “notice of protest”, it is possible that minimal increases in revenue would be realized
over the first several years.

Over the long term, exclusive of the one-time allocation of approximately $393,000 in
subvention funds for this year, revenues from non-renewals could be essentially equal
to those projected from participating in SB863 if the sunset provision were to be
extended. Non-renewal also places a much higher financial burden on local landowners
as assessed values will gradually return to their full unrestricted Proposition 13
amounts. In contrast, as noted above, SB863 allows landowners to retain 90% of the
tax benefits that the Williamson Act currently affords them.

Should the County choose to implement SB863, the landowners options are:

1. Accept the new decreased 9-year term and associated 10% decrease in
benefits; or,

2. File a Notice of Non-renewal, and accept the property tax consequences of a
rapidly escalating assessed valuation.




Public Hearing to Approve the Implementation of SB863 to Establish New Williamson
Act Contracts Including the Reduction of Property Tax Benefits by Ten Percent and a
Related Reduction of the Term of the Contracts to Nine Years to be Effective Beginning
Calendar Year 2011 and Related Actions

Page 7

Note that for most, if not all, landowners accepting the 9-year term and associated
decrease in benefits would be significantly less of a financial burden than filing a notice
of non-renewal. Landowners retain 90% of their benefit by accepting the new term and
maintain the additional benefits of keeping the Williamson Act viable until the State and
local fiscal climates improve.

SB863 includes exemptions as follows:

Contracts that have been non-renewed.

Contracts with cities.

Open-space or agricultural easements.

Scenic restrictions.

Wildlife habitat contracts.

Atypical term contracts, including, but not limited to, 20-year initial term contracts
declining to 10 years, or re-encumbrances pursuant to Section 51295, if the
county’s board of supervisors determines the application of this subdivision to
them would be inequitable or administratively infeasible.

JTToT2

In Stanislaus County, there are approximately 723 parcels whose contracts will expire
between January 1, 2011 and January 1, 2019. Additionally, there are two wildlife
habitat/open space contracts that will not be affected.

Implementation

The Board initiated the first steps toward implementation of SB863 on October 26,
2010, by finding that the State provided less than one-half of its foregone property tax
revenues in the prior fiscal year, and notifying all contracted landowners of this hearing
and their rights to file notices of non-renewal.

Should the Board decide to proceed with implementation, the County must again notify
all contracted landowners of that decision and also, once again inform them of their right
to file for a non-renewal of the contract should they choose to “opt-out” of the shorter
contract term.

In order to reduce the time frame for notification to 60 days rather than 90 days, SB863
allows the County to adopt procedures for filing notices of non-renewal that may be
different from the normal non-renewal process, and allow landowners until February 1,
2011, to file notices of non-renewal up to February 1, 2011. Staff proposes that if the
Board decides to implement SB863, that the existing adopted procedures for filing
notices of non-renewal remain in effect except that landowners may file notices of non-
renewal for calendar year 2011 up to and including February 1, 2011. A request for
formal authorization of this revised procedure is presented to the Board as
recommendation number 2.
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If the provisions of SB863 are approved by the Board of Supervisors, the Assessor’s
Office will be required to make the appropriate modifications to the assessed values as
of January 1, 2011, and the Auditor's Office and Tax Collector will be required to modify
the Fiscal Year 2011-2012 tax bills to reflect the assessment changes. The Department
of Planning and Community Development, the Assessor's Office, and the Clerk
Recorder’s Office will process all notices of non-renewal that have been received.

Additionally, SB863 [Government Code Section 51244 (b)(2)] requires that in any year
in which SB863 is implemented, the county shall record a notice that states the affected
parcel number or numbers and current owner's names, or, alternatively, the same
information for those parcels that are not affected. A draft cover sheet for the notice of
implementation is provided as Attachment 3.

The notice to be recorded includes authorization to implement SB863, the list of
affected parcels, formal modification of the contract terms including the reduction in the
length of the contract and the associated increase in assessed values, and a one-time
modification of the uniform rules and procedures for landowner filed notices of non-
renewal.

POLICY ISSUES:

The Board of Supervisors is asked to determine whether participation in the SB863
provisions is consistent with the priorities of the Efficient Delivery of Public Services, A
Strong Agricultural Economy/Heritage and A Strong Local Economy.

STAFFING IMPACTS:

There are no staffing impacts associated with this request. If the proposed provisions
are adopted, existing staff from the Auditor, Assessor, Planning and Community
Development, and Tax-Collector will be involved in implementing the program.

CONTACT PERSONS:

Stan Risen, Assistant Executive Officer, (209) 525-6333
Kirk Ford, Planning and Community Development Director, (209) 525-6330

ATTACHMENTS
1. SB863
3. Draft Landowner Notification

3. Draft Notice of Implementation

i\planning\board of supervisors\williamson act\sb863 and ab2530\nov 9th 2010\bos - 11-09-10 ab863 - v1.doc




Senate Bill No. 863

CHAPTER 722

An act to amend Sections 16142, 16142.1, and 51244 of, to add Section
16148 to, and to add and repeal Section 51244 .3 of, the Government Code,
and to add Sections 33333.14 and 33691.5 to the Health and Safety Code,
relating to local government, making an appropriation therefor, and declaring
the urgency thereof, to take effect immediately.

[Approved by Governor October 19, 2010. Filed with
Secretary of State October 19, 2010.]

LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL’S DIGEST

SB 863, Committee on Budget and Fiscal Review. Local government.

(1) Existing law, the Williamson Act, authorizes a city or county to enter
into 10-year contracts with owners of land devoted to agricultural use,
whereby the owners agree to continue using the. property for that purpose,
and the city or county agrees to value the land accordingly for purposes of
property taxation. Existing law sets forth procedures for reimbursing cities
and counties for property tax revenues not received as a result of these
contracts.

This bill would, beginning January 1, 2011, and until January 1, 2015,
authorize a county, in any fiscal year in which payments authorized for
reimbursement to a county for lost revenue are less than Y, of the
participating county’s actual foregone general fund property tax revenue,
to revise the term for newly renewed and new contracts and require the
assessor to value the property, as specified, based on the revised contract
term. The bill would provide that a landowner may choose to nonrenew and
begin the cancellation process. The bill would also provide that any increased
revenues generated by properties under a new contract shall be paid to the
county. This bill would appropriate $10,000,000 from the General Fund to
the Controller for the 201011 fiscal year to make subvention payments to
counties, as specified.

The bill would provide, in the event that this bill is enacted, that the
provisions of Chapter 391 of the Statutes of 2010 not become effective.

(2) The Community Redevelopment Law authorizes the establishment
of redevelopment agencies in communities to address the effects of blight
in those communities. Existing law requires each agency to prepare, or cause
to be prepared, and approve a redevelopment plan for each project area.
Existing law requires that a redevelopment plan contain specified limitations,
including, but not limited to, a limitation on the number of dollars of taxes
that may be divided and allocated to a redevelopment agency.

This bill would, notwithstanding specified provisions, eliminate the tax
increment limit for the redevelopment plan for the Centre City

96
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Redevelopment Project, including, but not limited to, the original project
area, the expanded project area, and the merged project area.

(3) The Community Redevelopment Law also requires a redevelopment
agency to use at least 20% of tax increments generated from a project area
to increase and improve the community’s supply of low- and
moderate-income housing, and those funds to be held in a separate Low and
Moderate Income Housing Fund until used. That law authorizes a
redevelopment agency, from July 1, 2009, to June 30, 2010, inclusive, to
suspend all or part of its required allocation to its Low and Moderate Income
Housing Fund, but requires the redevelopment agency to repay the revenue
diverted during the suspension within a specified time period, ending as of
June 30, 2015. That law requires redevelopment agencies in this state to
make a specified remittance to county Supplemental Educational Revenue
Augmentation Funds for the 2009-10 fiscal year and another remittance to
those funds for the 2010-11 fiscal year. That law subjects a redevelopment
agency that does not make either or both of the required remittances to
specified prohibitions and the requirement that it allocate an additional 5%
of all tax increments it receives for low- and moderate-income housing for
the remainder of the time it receives them.

This bill would exempt a redevelopment agency that fails to allocate
either or both of the required remittances, or to otherwise arrange for their
full payment, as specified, from those prohibitions and the above-described
requirement, if the county auditor certifies to the Department of Finance
that (1) the redevelopment agency adopted a specified resolution, or specified
resolutions, and failed to make the associated remittance by May 10, 2010,
or May 10, 2011, as applicable, (2) the county reduced the tax increment
revenue payable to the redevelopment agency by at least 20% in the 2009-10
fiscal year, and (3) the redevelopment agency has entered into a specified
agreement with the Department of Finance with respect to paying the
required remittances.

($)This bill would make legislative findings and declarations as to the
necessity of a special statute for the Centre City Redevelopment Project of
the City of San Diego.

(5) This bill would declare that it is to take effect immediately as an
urgency statute.

Appropriation: yes.

The people of the State of California do enact as follows:

SECTION 1. The Legislature hereby finds and declares all of the
following:

(a) A number of historical, educational, and cultural resources of regional
and statewide significance are located within and adjacent to the Centre
City Redevelopment Project of the City of San Diego.

(b) Significant portions of the project area of the Centre City
Redevelopment Project are owned by state, local, and nonprofit entities and
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produce no property tax revenue for any taxing entity. This act will provide
a unique opportunity for revitalization and investment in the area without
adverse fiscal impact to the state.

(c) The preservation and feasible reuse of the historical, educational, and
cultural resources of regional and statewide significance and the completion
of a number of major public infrastructure improvements are essential to
climinate blight and improve the economic health of the neighborhoods
which surround and are located within the Centre City Redevelopment
Project.

(d) It is the intent of the Legislature to permit the financing of this
preservation and reuse project and the construction of major public
infrastructure and of related private development improvements to feasibly
occur by providing necessary public financing that utilizes tax increment
revenues, thereby creating the means to attract and induce the necessary
private investment of capital.

(e) Every dollar of tax increment expended for the Centre City
Redevelopment Project has resulted in the investment of a significant
multiple of dollars by private enterprise and the creation of thousands of
construction and permanent new jobs.

(f) The completion of major public infrastructure improvements made
possible by the immediate increase in bonding capacity resulting from this
act will be accomplished in a coordinated manner as part of the
implementation of the Centre City Redevelopment Project and will relieve
other state and local governmental agencies from the responsibility of
providing or funding those infrastructure improvements and allow them to
focus their limited resources on other urgent projects.

SEC. 2. Section 16142 of the Government Code is amended to read:

16142. (a) The Secretary of the Natural Resources Agency shall direct
the Controller to pay annually out of the funds appropriated by Section
16140, to each eligible county, city, or city and county, the following
amounts for each acre of land within its regulatory jurisdiction that is
assessed pursuant to Section 423, 423.3, 423.4, or 423.5, or 426 if it was
previously assessed under Section 423.4, of the Revenue and Taxation Code:

(1) Five dollars ($5) for prime agricultural land, as defined in Section
51201

(2) One dollar ($1) for all 1and, other than prime agricultural land, which
is devoted to open-space uses of statewide significance, as defined in Section
16143,

(b) The amount per acre in paragraph (1) of subdivision (a) may be
increased by the Secretary of the Natural Resources Agency to a figure
which would offset any savings due to a more restrictive determination by
the secretary as to what land is devoted to open-space use of statewide
significance.

(c) The amount per acre in subdivision (a) shall only be paid for 10 years
from the date that the land was first assessed pursuant to Section 426 of the
Revenue and Taxation Code, if it was previously assessed under Section
423 4 of that code.
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(d) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, for the 2008-09 fiscal
year and each fiscal year thereafter, the Controller shall reduce, by 10
percent, any payment made pursuant to this section.

(e) (1) Effective January 1, 2011, if the payment pursuant to this section
for the previous fiscal year is less than one-half of the participating county’s
actual foregone general fund property tax revenue, the county may make a
determination to implement subdivision (b) of Section 51244 and Section
51244 3. The implementation of these sections shall be suspended for any
subsequent fiscal year in which the payment for the previous fiscal year
exceeds one-half of the foregone general fund property tax revenue.

For purposes of this subdivision, a county’s actual foregone property tax
revenue shall be based on the county’s respective share of the general
property tax dollars as reflected in the most recent annual report issued by
the State Board of Equalization or 20 percent, whichever is higher.

(2) This subdivision shall remain operative only until January 1, 2015,

SEC. 3. Section 16142.1 of the Government Code is amended to read:

16142.1. (a) In lieu of the payments made pursuant to Section 16142,
in a county that has adopted farmland security zones pursuant to Section
51296, the Secretary of the Natural Resources Agency shall direct the
Controller to pay annually out of the funds appropriated by Section 16140,
to each eligible county, city, or city and county, the following amount for
each acre of land within its regulatory jurisdiction that is assessed pursuant
to Section 423.4 or 426 of the Revenue and Taxation Code, if it was
previously assessed under Section 423 .4 of that code:

Eight doliars ($8) for land that is within, or within three miles of the
boundaries of the sphere of influence of, each incorporated city.

(b) The amount per acre in subdivision (a) shall only be paid for 10 years
from the date that the land was first assessed pursuant to Section 426 of the
Revenue and Taxation Code, if it was previously assessed under Section
423 4 of that code. The appropriation authorized by this subdivision shall
not exceed one hundred thousand dollars ($100,000) per year until 2005,

(¢) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, for the 2008-09 fiscal
year and each fiscal year thereafter, the Controller shall reduce, by 10
percent, any payments made pursuant to this section.

(d) (1) Effective January 1, 2011, if the payment pursuant to this section
for the previous fiscal year is less than one-half of the participating county’s
actual foregone general fund property tax revenue, the county may make a
determination to implement subdivision (b) of Section 51244 and Section
51244 3. The implementation of these sections shall be suspended for any
subsequent fiscal year in which the payment for the previous fiscal year
exceeds one-half of the foregone general fund property tax revenue.

For purposes of this subdivision, a county’s actual foregone property tax
revenue shall be based on the county’s respective share of the general
property tax dolars as reflected in the most recent annual report issued by
the State Board of Equalization or 20 percent, whichever is higher.

(2) This subdivision shall remain operative only until January 1, 2015.

SEC. 4. Section 16148 is added to the Government Code, to read:
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16148. Ten million dollars ($10,000,000) is appropriated for the 201011
fiscal year from the General Fund to the Controller to make subvention
payments to countics pursuant to Section 16140 in proportion to the losses
incurred by those counties by reason of the reduction of assessed property
taxes.

SEC. 5. Section 51244 of the Government Code is amended to read:

51244. (a) Each contract shall be for an initial term of no less than 10
years. Each contract shall provide that on the anniversary date of the contract
or such other annual date as specified by the contract a year shall be added
automatically to the initial term unless notice of nonrenewal is given as
provided in Section 51245,

(b) (1) If the county makes a determination pursuant to subdivision (e)
of Section 16142 or subdivision (d) of Section 16142.1, contracts shall be
for a term of no less than nine years for contracts currently 10 years in length
or 18 years for contracts currently 20 years in length, as the case may be.
For new contracts entered into during a year in which this subdivision is in
effect, the initial contract length shall be either 9 or 18 years. Each contract
shall provide, except in the initial year of the determination, that on the
anniversary date of the contract or such other annual date as specified by
the contract, a year shall be added automatically to the initial term unless
notice of nonrenewal is given as provided in Section 51245.

In any subsequent year during the reduced term of contract in which
increased revenue is not realized by the county pursuant to Section 512443,
two or three additional years shall be added to the contract on the next
anniversary date, as necessary, to restore the contract to its full 10-year or
20-year contract length.

(2) Inany year in which this subdivision is implemented, the county shall
record a notice that states the affected parcel number or numbers and current
owner’s names, or, alternatively, the same information for those parcels
that are not affected.

(3) An addition to the assessed value shall be conveyed to the auditor,
consistent with the 10-percent reduction in the length of the restriction,
equal to 10 percent of the difference between the valuation pursuant to
Section 423, 4233, or 423.5 of the Revenue and Taxation Code, as
applicable, and the valuation under subdivision (b) of Section 51 or Section
110.1 of the Revenue and Taxation Code whichever is lower. If the valuation
under subdivision (b) of Section 51 or Section 110.1 of the Revenue and
Taxation Code is lower, the addition to the assessed value shall be zero.
The increased amount of tax revenue that results from the decrease in
restriction shall be separately displayed on the taxpayer’s annual bill.

(4) A landowner may eclect to serve notice of nonrenewal instead of
accepting a 9-year or 18-year contract, as the case may be. In that case, the
additional assessed value shall not be added to the property as provided for
in paragraph (3).

For purposes of this subdivision, a landowner may serve notice of
nonrenewal at any time. However, a landowner who withdraws that notice
prior to the effective date shall be subject to term modification and additional
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assessed value. Once served and effective, a landowner nonrenewal notice
may not be withdrawn except for cause and with the consent of the county.
A county may adopt amendments to its uniform rules to facilitate
implementation of this subdivision during the 2010-11 fiscal year, and
thereafter as necessary.

(5) In addition to any other notice requirements, a county shall provide
a landowner under contract with timely written notice of all of the following:

(A) Any initial hearing by the county on a proposal to adopt or rescind
the implementation of this subdivision.

(B) Any final decision regarding the adoption or rescission of
implementation of this subdivision.

(C) The landowner’s right to prevent the reduction in the term of his or
her contract pursuant to this subdivision by serving notice of nonrenewal
as specified by Section 51245. This nonrenewal notice may be combined
with the nonrenewal notice in subparagraph (B).

(6) A county shall not modify or revalue a landowner’s contract pursuant
to this subdivision unless the landowner is given at least 90 days’ notice of
the opportunity to prevent the modification and revaluation by serving notice
of nonrenewal and the landowner fails to serve notice of nonrenewal. The
county may use the primary owner of record from the assessment roll to
identify landowners entitled to receive notice under this subdivision. A
landowner shall be advised of the landowner’s right to avoid continued
imposition of this subdivision in any future year and thereafter by serving
a notice of nonrenewal for that contract year. Failure of the landowner to
serve timely notice of nonrenewal in any year shall be considered implied
consent to the implementation of this subdivision for that year.

Until February 1, 2011, the 90-day notice requirement may be reduced
to 60 days if the county adopts a procedure to allow landowners to serve a
notice of nonrenewal.

(7) This subdivision shall not apply to any of the following:

(A) Contracts that have been nonrenewed.

(B) Contracts with cities.

(C) Open-space or agricultural easements.

(D) Scenic restrictions.

(E) Wildlife habitat contracts.

(F) Atypical term contracts, including, but not limited to, 20-year initial
term contracts declining to 10 years, or reencumbrances pursuant to Section
51295, if the county’s board of supervisors determines the application of
this subdivision to them would be inequitable or administratively infeasible.

(8) This subdivision shall remain operative only until January 1, 2013.

SEC. 6. Section 51244 .3 is added to the Government Code, to read:

51244.3. (a) This section shall apply to propertics under a 9-year or
18-year contract, as the case may be, pursuant to subdivision (b) of Section
51244. Notwithstanding any other provision to the contrary, increased
revenues generated by those properties shall be allocated exclusively to the
respective counties in which those properties are located.
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(b) This section shall only apply if the county makes a determination
pursuant to either Section 16142 or Section 16142.1.

(c) This section shall remain in effect only until January 1, 2015, and as
of that date is repealed, unless a later enacted statute, that is enacted before
January 1, 20135, deletes or extends that date.

SEC. 7. Section 33333.14 is added to the Health and Safety Code, to
read:

33333.14. (a) The Legislature hereby finds and declares that the
Redevelopment Agency of the City of San Dicgo’s Redevelopment Plan
for the Centre City Redevelopment Project, as approved and adopted on
May 11, 1992, by the City Council of the City of San Diego by Ordinance
No. 0-17767. as amended, contains an unrealistically low dollar limit on
the receipt of tax increment. The Legislature further finds and declares that
this limit severely restricts the ability of the Redevelopment Agency of the
City of San Diego to address conditions of blight which remain within its
Centre City Redevelopment Project.

(b) Notwithstanding any other law to the contrary or any redevelopment
plan previously adopted by the City of San Diego, commencing on the
effective date of this section and in each fiscal year thereafter until the
expiration of the time limit on the receipt of taxes and repayment of
indebtedness set forth in the redevelopment plan adopted by the City of San
Diego for its Centre City Redevelopment Project pursuant to subdivision
(b) of Section 33333.6 and other applicable statutes, the dollar limit on the
receipt of tax increment for the Centre City Redevelopment Project is
eliminated, and the Redevelopment Agency of the City of San Diego may
receive tax increment revenue from the Centre City Redevelopment Project
without a dollar limit.

SEC. 8. Section33691.5 is added to the Health and Safety Code, to read:

33691.5. (a) A redevelopment agency that fails to allocate to the county
auditor either or both of the full remittances required pursuant to subdivision
(a) of Section 33690 or subdivision (a) of Section 33690.5, respectively, or
that fails to arrange for full payment of either or both of those remittances
pursuant to subdivision (c) of Section 33688, subdivision (d) of Section
33691, or Section 33692, shall be exempt from the prohibitions set forth in
subdivision (e) of Section 33691 and the requirement set forth in paragraph
(4) of subdivision (k) of Section 33334.2, if the county auditor certifies to
the Department of Finance that all of the following conditions have been
met;

(1) The agency adopted the resolution described in paragraph (1) or
paragraph (2) of subdivision (c) of Section 33691, and failed to make the
full remittance by May 10, 2010, or May 10, 2011, as applicable, pursuant
to Section 33692,

(2) The county reduced the tax increment revenue payable to the agency
by at least 20 percent in the 2009-10 fiscal year.

(3) The agency has entered into an agreement with the Department of
Finance, as described in subdivision (d) of Section 33691, with respect to
either or both of the full remittances, and that agreement (A) commits the
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agency to paying the remaining amount due to satisfy either or both of the
full remittances over a time period of no more than the earlier of 30 years
or the life of the redevelopment agency and (B) requires the first payment
towards that obligation to be due to the county on or before May 10, 2011,
without regard to whether that payment is for the full remittance for the
2009-10 fiscal year, 2010-11 fiscal year, or both.

(b) Anagency that is making payments as described in paragraph (3) of
subdivision (a) may use all legally available funds to make those payments,
and may pay off the outstanding balance of either or both of those full
remittances at any time.

SEC. 9. (a) If this act is enacted by the Legislature in the 2009-10
Regular Session, Chapter 391 of the Statutes of 2010 shall not become
effective.

(b) It is the Legislature’s intent to make the options in Sections 2, 3, 5,
and 6 of this act available, but not required, for use by counties and
landowners for the 2010-11 fiscal year, if feasible, and no later than the
2011-12 fiscal year.

SEC. 10. The Legislature finds and declares that a special law is
necessary and that a general law cannot be made applicable within the
meaning of Section 16 of Article IV of the California Constitution because
of the unique circumstances facing the Centre City Redevelopment Project
of the City of San Diego.

SEC. 11. This act is an urgency statute necessary for the immediate
preservation of the public peace, health, or safety within the meaning of
Article IV of the Constitution and shall go into immediate effect. The facts
constituting the necessity are:

To support state and local governments during the current economic crisis,
it is necessary that this bill go into immediate effect.
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Stani
DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

' 1010 10™ Street, Suite 3400, Modesto, CA 95354
Phone: 209.525.6330 Fax: 209.525.5911

nty

Striving to be the Best

November 10, 2010

NOTICE OF BOARD OF SUPERVISORS DECISION
REGARDING A MODIFICATION TO
YOUR WILLIAMSON ACT CONTRACT

On Tuesday, November 9, 2010, the Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors at a public
hearing took the following actions:

Conducted a public hearing and approved the implementation of SB863 to establish new
Williamson Act contracts including reduction of property tax benefits by ten percent and
a related reduction of the term of the contiracts to nine years, to be effective beginning
calendar year 2011.

2 Approved a one-time modification of Stanislaus County's non-renewal procedures to
allow landowners to file notices of non-renewal up to February 1, 2011 to be effective in
calendar year 2011.

3. Directed staff to notify all contracted landowners of the following:
(A) The final decision of the Board of Supervisors after the conclusion of the
November 9, 2010 public hearing.
(B) The landowner's right to prevent the reduction in the term of his or her contract
by serving notice of non-renewal as specified by Government Code Section
51245.

4. Directed the Assessor, Auditor, Tax Collector, Clerk Recorder and Director of Planning
and Community Development to take all necessary steps to implement SB863 including
but not limited to recording a notice that states the affected parcel numbers and current
owner's names, making the appropriate modifications to all affected properties assessed
values, and modifying the Fiscal Year 2011-2012 tax bills to reflect the assessment
changes and supplemental fees associated with the reduced tax benefit.

Based on those actions: Your Williamson Act Contract will be modified from a 10-year term
to a 9-year term. Additionally, your Property Tax Bill for 2011 may also be affected because
your tax benefit from the Williamson Act may be decreased. You may elect to serve notice of
non-renewal instead of accepting a nine-year contract and reduced tax benefits. You have the
right to prevent the amendment of your contract pursuant to California Government Code by
serving notice of non-renewal. Should you so choose, you may file notice of non-renewal
through February 1, 2011 to be effective beginning calendar year 2011. Failure of the
landowner to serve timely notice of non-renewal by February 1, 2011 shall be considered
implied consent to the implementation of the modified contract and benefits for calendar year
2011. Prior to filing Notice of Non-renewal, you may wish to consider contacting the County
Assessor’s office to evaluate the financial ramifications of that action.

For further information, please call the Planning Department at (209) 525-6330
(planning@stancounty.com) or the Assessor at (209)525-6461 (assessor@stancounty.com).
Additional Information regarding SB863 and a calculator to determine the potential impact to
your tax bill can be accessed at the following web site: http://www.stancounty.com/planning

iAplanning\board of supervisors\williamson ac\sb863 and ab2530\nov Sth 2010\sb863 decision notice mailed 11-10-2010.doc

ATTACHMENT 2 STRIVING TO BE THE BEST COUNTY IN AMERICA




Recording Requested By And For The Benefit Of
And, When Recorded, Mail To:

Stani} ‘ County of Stanislaus
' Department of Planning and
Community Development

m 1010 Tenth Street, Suite 3400
. Modesto, CA 95354

Space Above Reserved for Recorder's Use

IMPLEMENTATION OF SB863 FOR FISCAL YEAR 2011/2012
GOVERNMENT CODE SECTION 51244(b)(2) LIST OF AFFECTED PARCELS
MODIFICATION TO ALL AFFECTED CALIFORNIA LAND CONSERVATION CONTRACTS
MODIFICATION OF WILLIAMSON ACT UNIFORM RULES AND PROCEDURES

AUTHORIZATION TO IMPLEMENT SB863. The Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors took action on
November 9, 2010, to implement SB863 (subdivision (b) of Section 51244 and Section 51244.3 of the
Government Code) by finding that the payment to Stanislaus County pursuant to Section 16142 of the
Government Code for the previous fiscal year is less than one-half of the participating county’s actual
foregone general fund property tax revenue, and that all landowners under contract have been provided
with timely written notice of all of the following:

(A) Any initial hearing by the county on a proposal to adopt or rescind the implementation of this
subdivision; (B) Any final decision regarding the adoption or rescission of implementation of this
subdivision; (C) The landowner’s right to prevent the reduction in the term of his or her contract pursuant
to this subdivision by serving notice of non-renewal as specified by Section 51245.

Government Code Section 51244 (b)(2) requires: In any year in which this subdivision is implemented, the
county shall record a notice that states the affected parcel number or numbers and current owner’s names,
or, alternatively, the same information for those parcels that are not affected.

LIST OF AFFECTED PARCELS. Therefore, pursuant to Government Code Section 51244 (b)(2), the
attached list includes all parcels within Stanislaus County currently restricted by a California Land
Conservation contract, except for those parcels specifically exempted by Government Code Section
51244(b)(7) as follows: (A) Contracts that have been non-renewed; (B) Contracts with cities; (C) Open-
space or agricultural easements; (D) Scenic restrictions; (E) Wildlife habitat contracts; (F) Atypical term
contracts, including, but not limited to, 20-year initial term contracts declining to 10 years, or re-
encumbrances pursuant to Section 51295, if the county’s board of supervisors determines the application
of this subdivision to them would be inequitable or administratively infeasible.

MODIFICATION OF CONTRACT TERM. In accordance with Government Code Section 51244 (b)(1) , the
term for all California Land Conservation Contracts herein identified is reduced for Calendar Year 2011
from ten (10) years to nine (9) years. A landowner may elect to serve notice of non-renewal instead of
accepting a 9-year contract.

MODIFICATION OF ASSESSED VALUES. A modified assessed value shall be conveyed to the auditor,
consistent with the 10-percent reduction in the length of the restriction, equal to 10 percent of the difference
between the valuation pursuant to Section 423, 423.3, or 423.5 of the Revenue and Taxation Code, as
applicable, and the valuation under subdivision (b) of Section 51 or Section 110.1 of the Revenue and
Taxation Code whichever is lower. If the valuation under subdivision (b) of Section 51 or Section 110.1 of
the Revenue and Taxation Code is lower, the addition to the assessed value shall be zero.

ATTACHMENT 3



IMPLEMENTATION OF SB863 FOR FISCAL YEAR 2011/2012
PAGE 2

The increased amount of tax revenue that results from the decrease
displayed on the taxpayer’s annual bill.

MODIFICATION OF UNIFORM RULES AND PROCEDURES FOR FILING NOTICES OF NON-RENEWAL.
The following modifications are adopted. If a landowner chooses to file a notice of non-renewal instead
of accepting a 9-year contract, the additional assessed value shall not be added to the property as
provided for in Government Code. A landowner may serve notice of non-renewal at any time. However,
a landowner who withdraws that notice prior to the effective date shall be subject to term modification and
additional assessed value. Once served and effective, a landowner non-renewal notice may not be
withdrawn except for cause and with the consent of the county.

For Calendar Year 2011 only, Landowners may file notices of non-renewal up to February 1, 2011 in order
to make them affective Calendar Year 2011.

Failure of the landowner to serve timely notice of non-renewal by February 1, 2011 shall be considered
implied consent to the implementation of SB863 subdivision for calendar year 2011. Subsequent
failure of the landowner to serve timely notice of non-renewal in any year shall be considered implied
consent to the implementation of this subdivision for that year.

The undersigned duly authorized officer of Stanislaus County declares that the foregoing is true and
correct under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California. .

Dated Kirk Ford, Director
Stanislaus County Department of Planning
& Community Development

ATTACHMENTS:
1. Board of Supervisors Resolution , dated November 9, 2010
2 Parcel and Landowner List

I'\Planning\Board of Supervisors\williamson actiSBB63 AND AB2530\Recording Cover Page.wpd
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Henry Burtschi Tel. 209 847 0768
6466 Bendler Rd. P.O. Box 433 209 869 1221
Oakdale, Ca 954361 Nov. 6. 2010.

Honorable supervisors of Stan County
Honorable President.
Re Williams Act.

I am taking the liberty to put my thoughts and opinion also in writing to you
because of my age (84 Years) I have occasional Senior moments and being toothless (a
real old Gummer) Ihave a hard time to make myself verbally clear .

I think the board should call this and represent it to the people for what it is in
reality, namely an increase in property tax, paid for mostly by agriculture. I would
like if the local newspapers would report this as such in their headlines so the average
citizen could know what this is all about.

We just finished an election a few days ago and about every politician running
promised not to raise taxes , Did the present Board members promise the same when
they got elected - 1don’t know, but here we go tax, tax, and tax again.

. When 1 started my own business in 1955 a wise old Business men told me to
beware of entering into a contract with any Government Agency , because they can
change the rules or laws anytime and you can do nothing about it. I think that is very true
and we have a situation like this right here.

No body doubts that the cities, counties and state budget are short of money to
keep going as usual, just like the overall economy, But the answer is to cut spending to
match the income, even if it takes draconian measures to accomplish this and regardless
of the consequences to the individual politician . To-days mandate is to spend not more
then the prevailing income. Here are a few suggestions for the county.

1.) Print official notices in English only, especially the voting material. This saves
probably millions for cost of translation and extra paper and mailings.

2.) No county employee should be paid 6 figures in yearly income.. This amounts
to appr. $ 48.—per hour on 52 weeks at 40 Hours, This is nearly double what the
average worker makes in our County. If some of the County employees want to quite
because of lower wages , let them start their own business. I am sure if the county
advertises these jobs as open, there will be a mile long line of applicators.

3.) The same thing holds true for the unbelievable high retirement payments. It
makes one sick to hear that people make $ 55 to 60.—for every hour in retirement when
many people cannot find a job at $ 25.—or over. All these high wages are out of sync
with the real business world, not unlike the housing bubble we are still suffering today.




4.) Empty our prisons by sending all non violate illegal prisoners back to their
country of origin. They represent 25 to 30 percent of our prison population and millions
can be saved.

5.) Quite furnishing a defense lawyer for an illegal in court proceedings. Let the
consulate of the persons country of origin take care of their own citizens and save us
millions . Also restrict well fare and free E.R. / Hospital stay’s to an absolute minimum.

The bulk of properties are owned by older people. They already hurt plenty by
practically zero interest income on their savings. A million Dollar saved will bring in to-
day 0.5% in a money market account, which is $ 5000.—a year!!! 3 times less then
some welfare recipients get!!!!

Please don’t saddle us older and retired people with more taxes and leave
the Williams Act alone . Thank You

Respectfully Yours.

%//W /2%/44/

Henry Burfschi




SB 863 and

the Williamson Act

Public Hearing to Approve the Implementation of
SB863 to Establish New Willlamson Act Contracts
Including the Reduction of Property Tax Benefits by

Ten Percent and a Related Reduction of the Term of
the Contracts to Nine Years to be Effective Beginning
Calendar Year 2011 and Related Actions

PowerPoint Presentation




SB 863 and the Williamson Act

October 26, 2010 Board of Supervisors Actions

Initial Steps to Implement SB863

*Found that Stanislaus County received less than %z its
foregone property tax revenue

«Set a Public Hearing for November 9, 2010 at 9:10 a.m.
to consider a final decision

*Authorized Staff to Notify Williamson Act Landowners
(4600+ Notices Mailed October 28)



SB 863 and the Williamson Act

Goal of SB 863

Give counties an alternative to cancelling the Williamson Act
by allowing them to recoup a portion of their actual
foregone property tax revenue due to their participation in
the program.

This Bill makes up for the fact that the state withheld
subvention funds this year and next.



SB 863 and the Williamson Act

Sponsored By

California Farm Bureau Federation
Resource Landowners Group
California State Association of Counties
Regional Council of Rural Counties



SB 863 and the Williamson Act
Sighed

Signed by the Governor —
October 19, 2010

“Clean-up” Bill from AB 2530 — originally signed In
September 2010



SB 863 and the Williamson Act

Proposal

If counties receive less than one-half of their
foregone general fund property tax revenue from the
Open Space Subvention Program, they would be
authorized to implement a new provision of the
Williamson Act to allow contracts to go from 10

years to 9 years.

(in the case of 20-year Williamson Act contracts, from 20-years to 18-years, but Stanislaus
Co. has NO 20-yr Contracts)

(Stanislaus County received no subvention funding in FY2009/2010)



SB 863 and the Williamson Act

Proposal

e This 10 percent reduction in the length of the
contract restrictions would trigger a statutorily
authorized recapture of ten percent of the
participating landowners’ property tax savings.

* Requires Annual Re-authorization by the Board

« Temporary: Sunsets in 2015



SB 863 and the Williamson Act
Stanislaus County Data

Enrolled Land is 691,047 acres

e 290,971 acres of prime farmland

* 400,076 acres of nonprime land

» 8,409 Parcels

* 4,654 Different Owners
Actual Foregone Property Tax in 2008/2009: $1,538,371
Claimed subvention in 2008-09: $1,480,351
Subvention Paid by the State in 2009-2010: $0

Subvention Anticipated in 2010: $393,687
(SB863 provides one-time funding for FY2010/2011)
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SB 863 and the Williamson Act

Calculation
Prop 13 Value — Williamson Act Value =
Taxable Value Discount Provided each Year for W/Act

Taxable Value Discount Provided x 1.0% =
Total Prop Tax Benefit to Farmers and Ranchers

Total Prop Tax Benefit to Farmers and Ranchers x 10 % =
Fee charged to Farmers and Ranchers for 2011/2012 Tax

Bill



SB 863 and the Williamson Act
If Stanislaus County Implements SB 863

$2,697,785,252 (Prop 13 Value)
- $1,426,404,431 (wiAct Value)
$1,271,380,821 (value Relief provided each year)
X 1.1% (Prop.Tax Rate + Bond Repayment)
$ 13,985,189 (Total Tax Relief to all W/Act landowners)
X 10%
$1,398,519 (Total Add’l charge to all W/Act landowners)

Data estimated based on 2010/2011 values and provided by the Farm Bureau




SB 863 and the Williamson Act
If Stanislaus County Implements SB 863

Under the Proposed 9-yr Contracts the county
would receive $1,398,519 — all into the General
Fund for Fiscal Year 2011/2012

$1,398,519 is 91 percent of Stanislaus County’s
actual foregone Property Tax revenue of

$1,538,371.



SB 863 and the Williamson Act

Stanislaus County — Tax Relief Provided

Subvention Stanislaus County’s
Funding from share of the property
tax dollar is 11 t
the State ~ Exiting Tax relief
2008-2009 = from the County is:
$1,480,351 $1,538,371

Total Amount of Property Tax Relief
under Williamson Act Contracts
$13,985,189



SB 863 and the Williamson Act
Stanislaus County — Estimated 10%0

Subvention 0% SB863 Property
Funding from Owners Additional
the State Cost
2008-2009 = $1,398,519
$1,480,351 u

Total Amount of Property Tax Relief
under Williamson Act Contracts
$13,985,189



SB 863 and the Williamson Act

Additional $10M Appropriation
FY 201072011

Regardless of moving forward with the modified
contracts: SB863 also appropriates $10,000,000
statewide for FY 2010/2011 for Subvention Payments
to 52 Counties based on their Statewide percentage of
Subventions received in 2008/20009.



SB 863 and the Williamson Act

Additional $10M Appropriation
FY 2010/2011

Stanislaus County

$393,687

(3.93% of total based on
08/09 Subventions)

All Other Counties

$9,606,303
Avg: $192,298




SB 863 and the Williamson Act

$10M Appropriation — FY 2010/2011

2008-09 Subvention Percentage Share

$37,601,234 of 2010-11 $10M

County Statewide Appropriation
Fresno $5,282,752 $1,404,941
Kern $4,673,567 $1,242,929
Tulare $3,440,425 $914,977
Kings $2,532,142 $673,420
San Joaquin $1,870,983 $497,586
Stanislaus $1,480,351 $393,697
Merced $1,438,964 $382,691
Madera $1,344,846 $357,660
Yolo $1,288,063 $342,559

San Luis Obispo $1,088,988 $289,615



SB 863 and the Williamson Act

$10M Appropriation + 9 Yr Contracts

FY 2010/2011 $ 393,697
FY 2011/2012 $1,398,519
TOTAL $1,792,216




SB 863 and the Williamson Act

How SB 863 Would Impact Landowners

o Total of 8409 parcels under Williamson Act Contract

o Of those, approximately 7710 will be affected by the SB 863
Action

— Between 20-50 Parcels under Williamson Act with additional issues
that are not included

— Others receive no benefit from Williamson Act and no financial effect
would occur

— Non-renewed Parcels (~700) & Open Space Parcels (2)are Exempt

e Based on 2010-2011 valuations, the total impact to
landowners would be $1,398,519 (this will change next year
as we change assessed values)



SB 863 and the Williamson Act

How SB 863 Would Impact Landowners

4 parcels would have a "fee" of over $5,000

O parcels would have a "fee" of between 4k and 5k

4 parcels would have a "fee" of between 3k and 4k

18 parcels would have a "fee" of between 2k and 3k

114 parcels would have a "fee" of between 1k and 2k

450 parcels would have a "fee" of between $500 and 1k
3,036 parcels would have a "fee" of between $100 and $500
3,441 parcels would have a "fee" of less than $100

The average fee would be $196.



SB 863 and the Williamson Act

How SB 863 Would Impact Landowners

HOME VISITORS DOING BUSINESS COUNTY SERVICES ONLINE SERVICES

| |

PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
PLANNING PHONE: 209-525-6330
BUILDING PERMITS: 209-525-6557

. Airport Land Use Commission . .
(ALUC) [View] ® Welcome to Planning and Community Development

»  Building Permits Division
[View]

Featured Information

» Community Development
(CDBG) [View]

® Crows Landing Air
Facility
#  Planning Commission [View] ®* Zoning Layer PDF

. Redevelopment Agency (RDA)
[View]

®* General Plan PDF

Helpful Links

PLANNING DIVISION .
®  Find your Zoning

*  Active Planning Projects Enterprise Zone 40

*  Applications / Forms

*  General Plan . PROPOSED WILLIAMSON ACT

Pre-Application
Meetings

CONTRACT MODIFICATIONS FOR

#  Planning Agenda / Minutes

*  Planning Fees

#  Subdivision Ordinance

*  Zoning Ordinance
. Effective July 1, 2010 - Amnesty Program for
*  Stanislaus County Code ®  Residential Non-Permitted Construction

OA 2009-01 - Truck Parking in the Agricultural
Zone

Draft Ordinance Amendment

Last Updated: January 15, 2010

GENERAL INFORMATION =

*  Department Newsletter

#  Glossary of Terms _ StanCOG 2011 Regional Transportation Plan
“  Notice of Preparation
*  About the Department Initial Study

*  Advanced Planning

Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC)
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Stanislaus Count

BUILDING PERMITS
DIVISION

Applications / Forms

Building Fees

Information / Handouts
Permit Activity
Pre-Application Meetings
PLANNING DIVISION
Active Planning Projects
Airport Land Use Commission
Applications / Forms

General Plan

Planning Agenda / Minutes
Planning Commission
Planning Fees

Subdivision Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance

Stanislaus County Code
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
CDBG Program

Housing Program
Redevelopment Agency

ESG Program

DOING BUSINESS COUNTY SERVICES

PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
PLANNING PHONE: 209-525-6330
BUILDING PERMITS: 209-525-6557

ONLINE SERVICES

Shoricut Meny ———

® PROPOSED SB 863 MODIFICATIONS TO WILLIAMSON ACT
CONTRACTS FOR 2011

Contract Length Will Be Reduced from 10 years to 9 years

Landowners Tax Benefits Will Be Reduced by 10%

The California Land Conservation Act of 1965, commonly referred to as the Williamson Act, enables
local governments to enter into contracts with private landowners for the purpose of restricting
specific parcels of land to agricultural or related open space use. In retum, landowners receive
property tax assessments which are much lower than normal because they are based upon farming
and open space uses as opposed to full market value. Local governments receive an annual
subvention of forgone property tax revenues from the state via the Open Space Subvention Act of
1971.

As a result of Governor Schwarzenegger's recent decision to eliminate state financial support for the
Williamson Act program, Assemblyman Jim Nielsen introduced AB 2530 in an attempt to find a short
term solution to preserve the Williamson Act without using State of California general fund dollars.
AB2530, signed by the Governor on September 25, 2010, and subsequently replaced by SB863,
signed on October 19, 2010, provides an opportunity for Counties to offset a portion of the loss of
Williamson Act Subvention funds by establishing new contracts as of January 1, 2011 which would
reduce a landowner's property tax benefits, reduce the term of the Williamson Act contract, and
allow increased revenues to be transferred directly into the County's General Fund. It is a temporary
solution that sunsets in 2015.

If a contract holder does not wish to participate, then they have the right to exercise
the option to non-renew their contract.

Non-Renewal Applications must be filed with the Planning and Community
Development Department NO LATER THAN FEBRUARY 1, 2011.

Williamson Act Non Renewal Form

For questions regarding the process to file a notice of non-renewal, please contact the Planning
Department at 209-525-6330.

PUBLIC HEARING:




SB 863 and the Williamson Act

How SB 863 Would Impact Landowners

Stani; ‘ Assessor Williamson Act Estimator
’ Please enter search criteria: (full 12-digit Parcel Number required)
il ty NUF::trJ(;erl ample: 123456789000 no [ Search ] [ Clear J

Estimated Additional Tax Due to Change in Williamson Act Contract

What this page provides

This page provides an estimate to illustrate the affect of the Williamson Act additional taxation
based on the Williamson Act value vs. the factored base year value (also called the Proposition
13 value). This is not a basis for a tax bill and should not be used to estimate future tax bills. The
tax bills on all properties in California are generated based on values as of January 1. Williamson
Act values can move up or down each year as long as the value is below the Proposition 13
value which was established at the time the property was acquired.

Williamson Act Valuation Notes

Williamson Act values are calculated using land rents and other market data for different types of
trees and vines. From this information an income is attributed to both land and trees and vines
and this income along with other factors are used to determine the Williamson Act values.

A value for a home site, if present, and any buildings or other types of structures are determined
at the time of a sale or transfer and valued under the rules for Proposition 13.

These values are combined with the Williamson Act values and the total becomes the potential
assessed value for properties under a Williamson Act contract. It only becomes the assessed
value when the entirety of the property is valued under the rules for Proposition 13 and the lower
of the two values are determined.

For
example:
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Stani; ‘ Assessor Williamson Act Estimator

! ' Please enter search criteria: (full 12-digit Parcel Number required)

fy Parcel LT s, {example: 123456789000 m‘l lalgg‘l

no dashes)

Number:

Estimated Additional Tax Due to Change in Williamson Act Contract

Assessors Parcel Number PR RRTSERDN
Estimated Williamson Act Value $1,192,771.00
Estimated Prop 13 Value $1,304,859.00
Difference Between Williamson Act and

Prop 13 $112,088.00
Property Tax Saved Through Williamson $1.120.88
Act S

o = Estimated Tax
10% of the Williamson Act Savings $112.09 increase

Continued Savings Under the New
Williamson Act $1,008.79

Given the above estimate, SB863 would decrease this $1,120.88 savings by 10% or by
$112.09. The Tax bill for this property would reflect the $112.09 increase in total
amount due as a separate line on the tax bill.
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500 Acres Grazing

Stanij ‘ Assessor Williamson Act Estimator
Please enter search criteria: (full 12-digit Parcel Number required)
ty

le: 123456789000 |~ [ Ciaar |
P e — |_Search | | Clear |
no dashes)

Number:

Estimated Additional Tax Due to Change in Williamson Act Contract

Assessors Parcel Number B s epanis = 1)

Estimated Williamson Act Value $178,151.00

Estimated Prop 13 Value $402,417.00

Difference Between Williamson Act and

Prop 13 $224,266.00

i::ct;perty Tax Saved Through Williamson $2.242.66

10% of the Williamson Act Savings @ stimated Tax Increase|
Continued Savings Under the New $2.018.39

Williamson Act

Given the above estimate, SB863 would decrease this $2,242.66 savings by 10% or by
$224.27. The Tax bill for this property would reflect the $224.27 increase in total
amount due as a separate line on the tax bill. - -
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40 Acres Almonds

Stani ‘ Assessor Williamson Act Estimator
Please enter search criteria: (full 12-digit Parcel Number required)
' Parcel (example: 123456789000 o on. | [ ~1mes |
,59 y Numbor: TSESSINNNNs S , Sear_ch_“‘ | Clear |

Estimated Additional Tax Due to Change in Williamson Act Contract

Assessors Parcel Number PR,

Estimated Williamson Act Value $490,282.00

Estimated Prop 13 Value $989,897.00

Difference Between Williamson Act and

Prop 13 $499,615.00

ig:perty Tax Saved Through Williamson $4.996.15

10% of the Williamson Act Savings $499.62 Mstimated Tax Increase
Continued Savings Under the New $4.496.54

Williamson Act

Given the above estimate, SB863 would decrease this $4,996.15 savings by 10% or by
$499.62. The Tax bill for this property would reflect the $499.62 increase in total

|

amount due as a separate line on the tax bill.
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If adopted, Landowners with Williamson Act parcels would
have two choices:

— 1. Accept the new decreased 9-year term and
assoclated 10% decrease In benefits; or,

— 2. File a Notice of Non-renewal, and accept the
property tax consequences of a rapidly escalating
assessed valuation.



SB 863 and the Williamson Act

Recommendations

1. Conduct a public hearing and approve the implementation of
SB863 to establish new Williamson Act contracts including
reduction of property tax benefits by ten percent and a
related reduction of the term of the contracts to nine years,
to be effective beginning calendar year 2011.

2. Approve a one-time modification of Stanislaus County's
non-renewal procedures to allow landowners to file notices
of non-renewal up to February 1, 2011 to be effective In
calendar year 2011.



SB 863 and the Williamson Act

Recommendations

Direct staff to notify all contracted landowners of the
following:

(A) The final decision of the Board of Supervisors
after the conclusion of the November 9, 2010 public
hearing.

(B) The landowner’s right to prevent the reduction in
the term of his or her contract by serving notice of
non-renewal as specified by Government Code
Section 51245.



SB 863 and the Williamson Act

Recommendations

Direct the Assessor, Auditor, Tax Collector, Clerk
Recorder and Director of Planning and Community
Development to take all necessary steps to implement
SB863 including but not limited to recording a notice that
states the affected parcel numbers and current owner’s
names, making the appropriate modifications to all
affected properties assessed values, and modifying the
Fiscal Year 2011-2012 tax bills to reflect the assessment
changes and supplemental fees associated with the
reduced tax benefit.
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Implementation of SB863

e Conduct Public Hearing
*Approve Implementation

2, *Authorize Staff to Notify
Willlamson Act Landowners

«Authorize Staff to Take All
Necessary Actions to Implement
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