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Blueprint Growth Principles




SACOG’ s Scenario Tool Needs
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Economic Feasibility Test
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RUCS Link to
MTP/SCS, TCM, and NEPA




Rural-Urban
Connections Strategy

Enhancing Rural Economic Viability
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RUCS Objectives




Agricultural Commodities
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Food Chain Employment

Agriculture Industry Employment

Source EDD CREE Data




Value of the Food System
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Challenges & Opportunities




Topic Development Process
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General Land Use Categories

Very Low Density Residential

Low Density Residential
| Medium Density Residential
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[0 High-intensity Office
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Cost and Return Conventional Almond Production

Sacramento Region

Cost category Input Quantity Unit/acre Price Cost

Chemical Roundup 3.00 pt S 8.40 S 25.20
Chemical Surflan 3.00 pt S 16.96 S 50.88
Chemical Goal 2XL 3.00 pt S 13.50 S 40.50
Chemical Rodent Bait 1.00 Ib S 450 S 4.50
Chemical Rovral 1.00 Ib S 25.00 S 25.00
Chemical Abound 14.00 floz S 2.78 S 38.92
Chemical Ziram 8.00 Ib S 2.80 S 22.40
Chemical Dipel 2.00 Ib S 15.63 S 31.26
Chemical Lorshan 4.00 pint S 400 S 16.00
Chemical Omite 7.50 Ib S 8.23 S 61.73
Chemical Vanguard 5.00 oz S 409 S 20.45
Contract Consultant 1.00 acre S 25.00 S 25.00
Contract Hives 2.50 hive S 140.00 S 350.00
Contract Leaf Analysis 1.00 acre S 2.00 S 2.00
Contract Labor  Shake Nuts 2.00 hour S 80.00 S 160.00
Contract Labor  Sweep 2.00 hour S 55.00 S 110.00
Contract Labor  Pick up, haul, hull and shell 2200.00 Ib S 0.11 S 242.00
Fertilizer UN-32 220.00 Ib S 0.29 S 63.80
Fertilizer Zinc Sulfate 30.00 Ib S 0.50 S 15.00
Fertilizer Potassium Sulfate 500.00 Ib S 0.23 S 115.00
Irrigation Water 36.00 acin S 2.67 S 96.12
Fuel Gasoline 11.15 gallons S 3.98 S 44.38
Fuel Diesel 11.88 gallons S 3.84 S 45.62
Labor Labor (machine) 11.56 machinehrs S 15.00 S 173.40
Labor Labor (nonmachine) 11.72 hrs S 12.00 S 140.64
Total Operating Cost/Acre S 1,919.79







Building a Crop Map




Importance of Crop Maps




Crop Mapping Approach
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Vine Spacing: Central Tendency




Temporal Crop Signatures

Permanent Crop - Temporal Signature

0.50
Peaches
0.45 - Walnuts
Apples
Vines
040 4 Citrus
Almonds
Cherries
0.35
0.30 4
0.25
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PLACE-?3S Scenario Model
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PLACE-?3S Scenario Model:
Farmer’ s Economic Pro Forma




PLACE:3S Model Design
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COMPARE SCENARIOS - RESULTS

CURRENT PROJECT PROJECT TYFPE LEAD ORGANIZATION STUDY AREA
RUCS YOLOD DAVID NEIGHEORHOOD SACOG CUSTOM STUDY SHAPEFILE

CURRENT SCENARIO : ALFAILFA TO DRIED PILUMS

SCENARIO COMPARISON
! TOTAL { AGPCT | AGWATERACRE! | AGLABOR | AGTRUCK
SCENARIO NAME . ACRES = AGACRES = AGVYALUE & AGCOST = AGRETURN = RETURN FEET ; FTE . IRPS
BASE CASE P69 In TR 655 ,345.0 $600,156,047 = $506,819.215 _ - $93336832 @ 18.4% BB2 613 S i anie s
ALFALFATO DRIED PLUMS 261653 5553447  $608653,171 @ $513,458,345 @ $95,194 526 18.5% _863 557 Co20254 99 ,5.89
| |

JOB DIVERSITY CHART HOUSING DII’ERSIT‘\‘r CHART

CONTACT SITE JELFDESK

LOGGED IN AS SHABAZIAN
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Less Than Value: + $8M v

0.5% of County Return: + $2M v
Ag Land: Water: + 1,000 ac-ft v

Labor: + 35 workers v
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Farmland and Forestry

Alfalfa Rotation Grain/Other Vegetable Rotation
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Econometric (Predictive) Model
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Econometric (Predictive) Model




Econometric Model Background




Determining Crop Probabilities




Legend
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Predictive Model:
Factors affecting viability




Predictive Model:
Scenario Examples




Predictive Model:




Predictive Model:




Change in Fallowing on Annual Crop
Land due to Change in Cost or Price
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Change in Fallowing on Annual Crop
Land due to Change in Cost or Price
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Rural Commun
Fiscal Model




New Tools for Understanding
Agricultural Viability
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Fiscal Impacts Model




Modeling Objectives




Model Inputs




-

el % of H
Code Residential Acres Land Si
LU Resl |RuralResidential 0.0 0.0% (2.8
LU_Res2 |VeryLow Density Residential 4.0 7.8%| 2.8
LU_Res3 | Low Density Residential 139.0 37.3%| |2.5
LU_Res4 | Medium Density Residential 10.0 19.6%| 2.2
LU_ResS | Medium-High Density Residential 0.0 0.0% 2.1
LU_Res6 | High Density Residential 0.0 0.0%| |1.7

LU Mix1 |Mixed Use Residential Focus
LU_Mix2 |Mixed Use Employment Focus

Arrac



Calibrate Infrastructure Assumptions & Inputs Data &

IMPACS2 Introduction Define Scenario Program
0 Demand

2. Enter Land Use Information 3. Enter Development Parameters

View Outputs & Reports References

Import from Places3

Capacity Cost Revenue

1. Specify Scenario Details

3-A BLOCK STREET PATTERN:

Grid Block Modified Grid Block Mixed Block Cul-de-Sac Block Rural Block
I ‘ * ’ |
| |
!/’
,‘ | (
3-B STREET WIDTH:
— Pavement width ’ ’ Sidewalk Curb & Gutter Lighting Spacing
1 iption ROW (ft Sidewalk Width (ft
bl v . i () & Completeness _ Completeness (f) I
StreetA | arterial street 80.00 48.00 6.00 [ 100.00% 100.00% 300 |
StreetB  |collector street 60.00 48.00 4.00 ‘ 100.00% 100.00% 300 ‘
StreetC |local accessl 50.00 36.00 3.00 ‘ 100.00% 100.00% 100 |
StreetD |local access 2 50.00 24.00 4.00 ‘ 100.00% 100.00% 100 ‘
|StreetE parkway 50.00 24.00 0.00 [ 0.00% 0.00% 500 |
Assign Development Pattern to Land Uses
Code Land Use Street Pattern
Default Street Pattern
!LU_Resl Rural Residential Rural Block Modified Grid Block
|LU_Res2 |VeryLow Density Residential Rural Block
|LU_Res3 |Low Density Residential | Cul-de-SacBlack Default Local Street
|LU_Res4 |Medium Density Residential Modified Grid Block StreetC
?j.U_ResS |Medium-High Density Residential Mixed Block

iLU_ResS High Density Residential

iLU_Mixl Mixed Use Residential Focus

\'LU_I'inxZ Mixed Use Employment Focus

1LU_NResl Moderate Intensity Office

LU_NRes2 | Community/Neighborhood Commercial / Office

{LU_NResB |Light Industrial Office

Default MajorStreet
StreetB



I i viedian Low
Interior GPCD 70 55 50

Toilets, Kitchen Sinks ete, 21 18 15
Residential Interior Demand 17,808,350 13,992,275 12,720,250
Residential Sewer 14,246,680 11,193,820 10,176,200
MNon-Residential Potable Water Demand Rates
Total Non Residential FTE 594

Interior GPFTE (gallons / FT
Land Use FTE Median

Moderate Intensity Office 126 3,219,300 2,529,450
Community/Neighborhood Commercial / Office 108 2,759,400 2,168,100
Light Industrial Office 149 3,806,950 2,991,175
Community / Neighborhood Retail 21 536,550 421,575
Regional Retail 102 2,606,100 2,047,650
Light Industry 0 0 0
Heavy Industry 0 0 0
Warehouse /Storage 0 0 0
Recreation Center 0 0 0
Public /Quasi Public 0 0 0
Restaurant Dining 0 0 0




County Community Water Supply Water Treatment
Source | Existing | Designed |Source| Existing Desi|
UNIT - MGD MGD - MGD VN
El Dorado Cameron Park 11 11 32 3
El Dorado Camino 11 11 32 3
El Dorado Cool 1 1 4.6 5
El Dorado Diamond Springs/El Dorado 11 11 32 3
El Dorado Fairplay 13 13
Yolo Dunnigan 5 5
Yolo Elkhorn 7 7
Yolo Knights Landing 4 1 4.3 4
Yolo Madison 6 0.28 0.93 6
Yolo Winters 2 10.1 194 2

Assumption: For Water Supply, unlimited amount of G.W. supply will be available.

Assumption: For Water Treatment, Water Storage and Sewer Treatment, empty cells mean no public/commu

1. Georgetown Divide Public Utility District Capital Facility Charge Study

2: Yolo County Draft Winters Municipal Services Review Infrastructure Needs and Deficiences. RMC Water an

3: County of Yolo 2030 Countywide General Plan - Public Facilities and Services Element

4: Knights Landing Community Services District. Final MSR/SOI Municipal Services Review, 2006

L ¥nln Conuntv Intesrmated Roginnal Water Manasomaent Plan



Model Outputs




Calibrate Infrastructure Assumptions & Inputs
Introduction N
Program Demand Capacity

opment Summary View Infrastructure Summary

MUNICIPAL INFRASTRUCTURE SUMMARY

Select Standards Scenario Median i Public Sector CapitalCozt  Cozt!ERU Annual 0% O&M { ERU
Select Cost Scenario 2 : Cost
Select Capacity Scenario Implication $E1L838 2208 $15.458 $318
Component Quantities Capital Coastruction Costs Annual O&M Cost= ‘i"l‘“"

Total (ft) FYERU Total Per ERU Total PerERU ooy foees oo 17%
ROADWAY INFRASTRUCTURE
Local Streets 3,164 243 $4,325.203 $13,354 32,564 7 0O
Major Streets 3,513 3.6 $2,233,453 $6,063 $1,223 $3 0O
Street Upgrades 1] 0.0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Total Streets & Roadway 12,683 345 $7.158.667 $19.453 $3.787 s10

28%

WATER INFRASTRUCTURE ft F/ERU 3
Laterals 23,615 64.2 $435.3922 $1,345 $366 s26 0O = ROADWAY INFRASTRUCTURE
bbb : = WATER INFRASTRUCTURE

Distribution « Ma[n _ _ 13,153 35.5 $1,634,550 $4,605 $3.564 $105 O = STORMWATER INFRASTRUCTUR
Total Water Distribution 36,798 100.0 $2.190.471 $5.952 $4.830 $13.1 = SEWER INFRASTRUCTURE

= PARKS INFRASTRUCTURE

SERVICE INFRASTRUCTURE
Supply. Treatment, Storage - - $315.000 $856 $9.660 $26.3 g
Total Water 0 0.0 $2.505.471 $6.808 $14 4350 $39.4
STORMWATER INFRASTRU fe fHERU Annual O&M Costs
Laterals 23,615 64.2 $1,556,350 $4.312 $15,592 $51.3 0O 5
Collection 12,633 345 $3.835.272 $10.422 $57.073 s$1551 O 149
Dectention 362,136 $163 $5.000 3136 O °
Total Stormwater Infrast 36.298 98.6 $5.484 417 $14.9503 $80.965 $220.0
3%
SEWER INFRASTRUCTURE ft f/ERU
Laterals 23,615 64.2 $1,322,455 $3.594 $TTS 21 0O
Trunk + Collection 13,183 $1.802.525 $4.393 $3.091 34 0O
Treatment - - $136,530 $535 $11,532 $31.5
Total Sewer 36.798 100.0 $3.321.813 $9.027 $15.456 420
79%

PARKS INFHASTRUCTURE ACrez acre/ERU = ROADWAY INFRASTRUCTURE
Sports Facility [} 0.000 30 $0 30 $00 0O = WATER INFRASTRUCTURE
City Park 3 0.003 $300,000 $2.446 $600 $1.6 O = STORMWATERINFRASTRUCTU
Pocket ParksiTot Lots 1 0.003 $300,000 $315 $200 $0.5 = SEWERINFRASTRUCTURE
Total Service 4 0.011 $1.200.000 $3.261 $800 $2.2 = SERVICEINFRASTRUCTURE

= PARKS INFRASTRUCTURE
SERVICE INFRASTRUCTURE #* #/ERU
Folice Officer(s) 1 - - - $30,000 $2446 0O
Fire Fighter(s) 1 - - - $35,000 s2ss2 O
Other [health, education, etc.) - - - $267,050 s72s.s O
Total Service 2 - 30 $0 $452,080 EEEESE

Public Sector Costs $811.830 $2.206 $115.498 $314



Calibrate Infrastructure Assumptions & lnpllts

. Define Scenario Data &
IMPACS2 Introduction View Outputs & Reports

0 Program Demand Capacity Cost Revenue References

View Development Summary View Infrastructure Summary View Revenue Analysis Generate Report

Simple Payback Analysis
Total Public Sector Costs $811,830 Thowsands § Revenue per Year Positive Revenue Sources
Public Sector Annual O&M Costs $115,498 i i
Annual Revenue (Taxes etc.) $144,785 Residential |54
93 0%
Mix-Use | 0.0 Residential

Actual Simple Payback: _yrs :
Desired Simple Payback (yrs< » 20 - S
Gap per ERU (desired paybz ~ $110

peryear | Retail
Office |133 Office
Bond Analysis Other | 0.0 m Other
Maturity period {yrs € > 20 0 o I o o o
Coupon Rate < 2 5.0%
Annual Coupon Payments $40,591 ' 3 '
Savings (Net Present Value)
Chart Area Posjtive egati
Total Additional Funds: 5
Bond Gap per ERU: $31 (200)
(300)
Ve e
0l
Life Cycle Cost Analysis R
& (500)
Discount Rate < > 5.0% § (600)
=i
Analysis Time Period fyrs) € ? 20 (700)
(800)
Maintenance Escalation rate € ? 0.0%
(900)
0123 4567 8 910 111213141516 17 18 1920 2122 23 2425 26 27 2829 30 31
Net Present Value (NPV) savings (20 yrs) -$277,203 Year




IMPACS2 Introduction

0

Code

LU_Resl
LU_Res2
LU_Res3
LU_Res4
LU_ResS
LU_Res6

Code
LU_Mix1
LU_Mix2

Code
LU_NRes1
LU_NRes2
LU_NRes3
LU_NRes4
LU_NResS
LU_NRes6
LU_NRes7
LU_NRes8
LU_NRes3
LU_NRes10
LU_NRes11
LU_NRes12
LU_NRes13
LU_NRes14
LU_NRes15

Define Scenario Program

Calibrate Infrastructure Assumptions & Inputs

Demand

Capacity

".\ ’ 1. Specify Scenario Details H 2. Enter Land Use Information H

|I'IpUlM0d9: Enter Area Impon Detauits trom Frototype D —

[

Cost

Revenue

3. Enter Development Parameters

Avg

I
Avg Bldg

Avg

View Outputs & Reports

Data &

References

1 Import from Places3 ’

\

Residential Acres *Of  HH . ity Lot Footprin Floor DU/BId FAR %' DU Residents FTE  GFA  ERU
Land Dizef ataind | Urem 5 % back

Rural Residential 0.0 0.0%| 28 [1 1 3,049 |1 1 [0.07 [120 0 0 0 0 0
Very Low Density Residential 4.0 7.8% |28 |4 0.25 2,831 |1 1 0.26 |60 16 45 0 45,296 16
Low Density Residential 160 | 314%| 25 |3 0125 | 2,505 |1 1 |04 |50 128 320 0| 320,640 128
Wedium Density Residential 100 | 196% (225 121 0083 | 10122 1 056 |40 121 2 0| 244,904 121
Medium-High Density Residential 0.0 0.0% 21 243 |05 7,514 |2 13 063 |30 0 0 0 0 0
High Density Residential 0.0%| 175 2 13,602 |4 09 |20 0 0

Mixed Use Residential Focus

15

Mixed Use Employment Focus 0.0% 1.5 1.08 1l 17,642 |4 52 |350 |20 0 0 50 0 0
% of HH Avg AvgBld 4 Avg sHF Set

Non-Residential el I.c: Fo:tpli: Floor Dl.llBgId TE Back DU Emplogees FTE it 25

Moderate Intensity Office 1.0 2.0%| |0 1.02 0.25 5,554 2 0 350 100 0 126 126 44431 17
Community/Neighborhood Commercial / Offic 3.0 5.9% (0 0.29 0.25 1,053|3 0 350|100 0 108 108 37,897 15
Light Industrial Office 4.0 7.8%( |0 0.3 0.5 3,267|2 0 350 |50 0 149 149 52,272 20
Community / Neighborhood Retail 1.0 2.0%| (0 0.28 0.5 65,0981 0 576 100 0 21 21 12,197 4
Regional Retail 4.0 7.8%| (0 0.34 5 74,052|1 0 576 100 0 102 102 59,242 23
Light Industry 0.0 0.0%| |0 0.33 2 28,750|1 0 400 |100 0 0 0 0 0
Heavy Industry 0.0 0.0% (0 0.23 2 20,038|1 0 2500 | 100 0 0 0 0 0
Warehouse /Storage 0.0 0.0%/ |0 0.33 2 28,750|1 0 20000 | 100 0 0 0 0 0
Recreation Center 0.0 0.0%/ |0 0.3 3 39,204 |1 0 2175|100 0 0 0 0 0
Public /Quasi Public 0.0 0.0%/ |0 0.3 1.5 6,534|3 0 2175|100 0 0 0 0 0
Restaurant Dining 0.0 0.0% |0 0.28 1 12,197 |1 0 4825 |50 0 0 0 0 0
Hotel 0.0 0.0%| |0 0.34 3 11,108 4 0 2200 | 200 0 0 0 0 0
Medical / dental clinic 0.0 0.0%| |0 0.98 al 42,689|1 0 360 |50 0 0 0 0 0
Church 0.0 0.0% (0 0.23 2 20,038|1 0 2175 100 0 0 0 0 0
Schoaols 0.0 0.0%/ |0 0.3 5 65,3401 0 1370|200 0 0 0 0 0




Define

Calibrate Infrastructure Assumptions & Inputs

Pro Demand

Generate Report

MUNICIPAL INFRASTRUCTURE SUMMARY

Seclect Standardz Scenario Median Public Sector CapitalCozt  Cozt ! ERU Annual O&%M O&M ! ERU
Select Cost Scenario Cost
Select Capacity Scenario Implication $867.092 $1.648 $121.894 $232 .
i ﬁw{tal GRsts
Component Quantities Capital Construction Costs anual O&M Costs ';::l‘:“: S
Total (ftr) Fv/ERU Total Per ERU Total PerERU o oot Cees = 17%
ROADWAY INFRASTRUCTURE
Local Streets 3,544 1.5 $5.022,004 $3.543 5 0O
Major Streets 3,519 6.7 $2,233,453 $4.246 $1.223 $2 0O
Street Upgrades 1] 0.0 30 30 30 1]
Total Streets & Roadway 12,863 245 $7.255.463 $13.794 $3.837 37
WATER INFRASTRUCTURE ft FUERU 27%
12%

Laterals 21,315 41.7 $460.222 $575 $1.136 323 0O = ROADWAYINFRASTRUCTURE
Distribution «+ Main 13,363 25.4 $1.715,082 $3.266 $4.744 t3.0 O R o TUR
Total Water Distribution 35.278 67.1 $2.178.304 $4.141 $5.930 $11.3 = SEWER INFRASTRUCTURE

= PARKS INFRASTRUCTURE

= SERVICE INFRASTRUCTURE
Supply. Treatment, Storage - - $315.000 $599 $11.860 3225
Total Water 1] 0.0 $2.493.304 $4. 740 $17. 790 $33.8
STORMWATER INFRASTRU ft fERU Annual O&M Costs
Laterals 21,315 41.7 $1.472,710 $2,500 $17.532 $33.3 0O %&
Collection 12,863 245 $3,883,733 $7.335 $57.883 s1100 O 119%
Dctention $53.500 $114 $5.000 $3.5 0O
Total Stormwater Infrasti 34,778 66.1 $5.422.243 $10.308 $80.415 31523 39
SEWER INFRASTRUCTURE ft f/ERU
Laterals 21,315 41.7 $1,227.255 $2,333 $343 $1.8 0O
Trunk + Collection 13,363 $1,527.150 $3.474 $3,735 7.2 0O
Treatment - - $252,032 3473 $14.232 $27.1
Total Sewer 35.278 67.1 $3.306.500 $6.286 $18.976 $36.1

82%
PARKS INFRASTRUCTURE acres acre!/ERU = ROADWAY INFRASTRUCTURE
Sports Facility L} 0.000 $0 $0 $0 $00 O = WATER INFRASTRUCTURE
City Park 4 0.003 $1,200,000 $2.231 3675 $1.3 0O = STORMWATERINFRASTRUCTU
Pocket ParksiTot Lots 1 0.002 $300,000 $570 $200 $0.4 u SEWER INFRASTRUCTURE
Total Service s 0.010 $1.500.000 $2.852 $875 $1.7 = SERVICEINFRASTRUCTURE

= PARKS INFRASTRUCTURE
SERVICE INFRASTRUCTURE #* #/ERU
Folice Officer(s) 1 - - - $30,000 $iT1 O
Fire Fighter(s) 2 - - - $130,000 s361.2 O
Other [health, education, etc.) - - - $305,051 ssas5.7 O
Total Service 3 - 30 30 $588.081 $1.118.0

Public Sector Costs $867.092 $1.648 $121.894 $232




Calibrate Infrastructure Assumptions & Inputs

. Define Scenario Data &
IMPACS2 Introduction View Outputs & Reports
0 Program Demand Capacity Cost Revenue References

View Development Summary View Infrastructure Summary

View Revenue Analysis Generate Report

Simple Payback Anazlysis

Total Public Sector Costs $867,092 B Revenue per Year Positive Revenue Sources
Public Sector Annual O&M Costs $121,894 : I
Annual Revenue (Taxes etc.) $168,290 Residential 49.5

83.0%

Mix-Use - 28.9 Residential
Actual Simple Payback: _vrs

Desired Simple Payback (yrs€ | 320 o mms Major Gridlines
Gap per ERU (desired paybz $O

peryear W Retail
Office |13- Office
Bond Anazlysis other | 0.0 m Other
Maturity period (yrs€ 220 . N i = = o
Coupon Rate < | > 5.0%
Annual Coupon Payments $43,355 ' 2 '
Savings (Net Present Value)
0 W Positive M Negative
Total Additional Funds: ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘
200
Bond Gap per ERU: $0 5
> (200)
Life Cycle Cost Analysis T
c
T (400)
Discount Rate < ‘ > 5.0% g
£ [800)
Analysis Time Period fyrs) € > 20 -
(800)
IMaintenance Escalation rate € > 0.0%
1,000)
012 3 4567 8 9101112131415 1617 18 19 20 2122 23 2425 26 2728 2930 31
Net Present Value (NPV) savings (20 yrs) -$20,139 Year




Fiscal Model Discussion
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Local Food System




Production and Consumption

Consumption
2.2 million tons

Production 4
3.4 million tons _4p




Local food analysis chart

Production

Crop Map
Landscape Types

Viability Indicators/
Pro Forma
Yield type and amount
Market prices/revenue
Cost of production
Return

Farmer Training &
Land Connecting

Infrastructure

Roads

Distribution

Processing

(Cold) Storage

Consumption

Education &
Marketing

Amount & Type

Land Needs




Aggregate local produce

Volume for larger customers

Use existing distributors to get
local food to market

Marketing and labeling as “local”

Shared facilities



Diversify products

Serve customers that need processed food
Commercial kitchens

Repurpose existing processing

Mobile processing

Shared facilities



Local Food System

Urban
Rural Aggregation &
Growers Aggregation Distribution Hub
(Processing) (Processing)




Food Hub Research

Net Gross Operating Operating Net Seasonal Annual
Acres Revenue Margin SG&A  Income Margin Income  Utilization Utilization

| 1000 | $3,534272 | 12.1%[10.1%| $69,760 |  2.0% | ($107417)|  268%|  88%

Source: Ready to Grow: A Plan for Increasing lllinois Fruit and Vegetable Crop Production




New Tools for Understanding
Agricultural Viability

OF INFRASTRUCTURE &

7IN\N = B ; 5 TYPE & AMOUNT




Linking Consumption to
Production




Farmland Needs for Local Food




New Tools for Understanding
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Markets and Revenue







Markets and Revenue

= 60 Acre

$300,000

$100,000
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Rural-Urban Interface:

All Farms
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Innovations
at the Edge
and Beyond

Infill & Rural-Urban 1 Supporting

Redevelopment Ag Viability
sACRAMENTO niaion ¥ Beyond
I the Edge

|




Yuba-Sutter

NCCP/HCP
Placer HCP
99! Phase I
Yolo Natural El Dorado County
Heritage Y9 Integrated so|
Program Natural Resources

wmas Basin HCP Management Plan

i,

180,

South
Delta Sacramento
Protection HCP
Act



Habitat Opportunities
on Agriculture Lands
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Ag Land Conversion:
Vehicle C0, Emissions




ortation
' Challenges
Urbanizing rural roads
Conflicts/accidents
Farm worker transport
Road standards
Maintenance

L
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Urban Rural/Edge Travel:
Existing Conditions
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Expanded Mobility:
Existing Conditions




Farm to Market Travel:
Existing Conditions

Agriculture Truck Intensities
(Trucks/Acre)

45 [l High
| W I Med-High
l . Med-Low
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Acres of non-Urban and
unclassified Agriculture




Farm to Market Travel:
Innovations




Agritourism
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Port of West
Sacramento




SGC Project Objectives










