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MEMORANDUM 

TO: Resources Agency Departments, Boards and Commissions 

FROM: 

DATE: May 4. 2005 

SUBJECT: Resources Agency Policy on Pr~jec.ts Involving AgricUI~ural Land 

The purpose of this memorandum is to set forth the Resources Agency's policy with respect to 
projects undertaken by departments under Resources Agency involving agricultural lands, This 
pQ~icy flows from the joint memo issued by Secretaries Mike Chrisman of Resources Agency and 
A.G, Kawamura of the Department of Food and Agriculture (CDFA) in October 2004, which stated 
that the two agendes are °committed 'to working together to ens;ure that the policies of each 
agency are, to the fuHest exfentpossible, complementary rather than conflicting." The Secretaries. 

.asked staff to affirmatively and positively support efforts to harmonize policy between the 
agencies wfth res,pect to land and water use. The Secretaries also directed their respective .. 
departments to estabi.l$h clear !tnes of communication and share information on actions. As 
indicated in this Joint memo, it tS the. Resources Agency's poUcythat departments'under 
ResOllrc-.es Agency should recognize the ~mportat1ce of both permanent preservation of productive 
agricultural land and restoratron~ pl'otecHon and management of the statels natural, historica!and 
cuULlral rf'..sOUfces. Departments; activities should strive to benefit both agricultural and resource 
lands. The application of this policy to resource-related projects involving productive ~ricultural 
rand is specified. be~ow. . 

Proiect DeveloQment 
In selecting 311d developing resource-related projects, departments under Res.ources Agency 
should consider ways to reduce effects on productive agliculturallands.. As a first step, all 
constituent departments should'revfew the 24 different strategies for reducing the impac.t of the 
CALFEDEcosystem Restoration Program on agricultural land and water use) as set fort:h in . 
Seotion 7.1 of Attachment 1 of the CALFEO Programm~hc Record of Decision in August 2000 
(Impact 1. on pages ~t5 ...77). 'In certifying the CALFED Programmatic Environmental Impact 
Report:, the Resources Agency committedj on its oWn behalf and on behalf' of the Department of 
WaterRe~ources end the Department of Fish and Game, to consider and adopt such strategies 
where appropriate in developrilent and implementation of CALF-ED projects. Resources Agency 
believes that the strategies set furth in Sectj'oh 7.1 are good examples of the types of approaches 
that can be used for many resource..related projects, not just CALFt:D proje,cfs, Resources 
Agency encourages all constituent departments to 'Incorporate, where appropriate. one or more of 
these 24 strategies, or other simitar strategies. in connection with their resource-related projects. 
Resources Agency also encourages departments to work with local agendes and other State 
departmaots. including Oepa,rtmenlQf Conservation and CDFA, to identify other methods to 
berlefit both agricultural and resource lands. 
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CEQA Reviey[ of Besoume-R!7.@ted t:r,oj~ct$ 
The question whether conversion of producttvefarmland to a different use isper·se asub$tanti~1 
adverse change in the physfca.len·viror1ment is curr~ntfy in.Utigatioli. ResourC'.$S Agency is not 
taking a position on this issue outsf;de of the litlgatlonootltext: However. because Resources 
Agency and its departments are parties to Htlgation ratsiing this issue, departments ~hallfd avoid 
making statements in· CECA documents that could be used by Htigants against Hesources 
Agency in pendJnglitigation. 

While this legal issue remains open~ as a matter. of policy. departments should consider the 
following steps, 

First, as noted above" where feasib~ef the resource-related project should indude both restoration 
and agricultural preservation benefits. 

Second, CEQA documents (envIronmental impact reports and negative declarations) for 
resource-related projects that involve agricultural land should include a separate section that 
describes the sOctal and economic consequences of a convarsion. The inclusfon of such 
information'in CEQA documents is specifically authorfzed by Section 15131 of the CEQA 
GuideUnes. Resources Agency encourages departments to identtfy within the document the 
steps the lead agency has taken in designing the project to minfmfz'e and ,avord such 
consequences. 

Thirdl the lead agency should anafyze ea.ch situation ona case~bYMcase basis. Even if a court 
uftimately decides that conversion ofprbductive farmland to some other use is not In itself a 
substantidill adverse change in the physical environment, a resQurc&-related project can stmcause 
a potentially slgnlficanteffec..i on the physical environment ({e., ~and, air; water, mineraf.$, 'floral 
fauna, etc,)_ For example, if intel1$e activities to restore a wetland on former pastt~re land are 
required, there COtild be a lass of habitat for certain threatened or endangered spedes even 
though the project creates habitat for other threatened or enda~gered species. The.refure, the 
lead agency $houJd carefuny review physica.r changes associated with each project. If there is a 
reasonable pO$sibfHty that the project win have a significant effect on the environment, a 
categorical exemption should not ae used for the project. 

POJ]c{usion. Resources Agencyel1courages departments to implement this poficy as a way to 
further the state's important policy goals of preserVing productive agricuituralland as well 
restoration, protection and management of the statels natural. historical and cultural resources, 




