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Open Space & Agricultural Preservation Subcommittee
Interim Update - July 2009

Introduction

The Open Space and Agricultural Preservation Subcommittee was established by Board Chair
Roger Morgan in 2009 to investigate best practices for Open Space and Agricultural
JWWWWMMHHWmMMwwbm“wwdemHhWWJmhoMMMNMWWMMMMMWMB
Board for the manner of implementation.

The Commissioners appointed to this subcommittee include Commissioner Sandi Parrish as Chair
EMMi(AMMHﬂSSKUKTSI)EMJ}MMM@ Tom Antor, Brandon Dillon, Gary Rolls, Jim Talen, and
Conmumnissioner Richard VanderMolen.

Staff from the Kent County Administrator’s Office and Kent/MSU Extension provided support
and information to assist the Subcommittee throughout their discussion.

Process

The Subcommittee began its work in April 2009 by gathering information regarding open space
and agricultural preservation. The Subcommittee conducted a review of existing reports and
information related to open space, land use, and agricultural preservation; conducted interviews
wwhhn.akehokﬂasthalmq)€SLnM(ﬂvamxm1|nmwe-.»muﬂudhvvEﬂVLununemtrupunuﬂ]ﬂanm|rv
developers and real estate representatives, economic devekqnmemt.umithu;&uhunhmnmo
community; and attended a bus tour hosted by the Agricultural Preservation Board which provided
érKMH(ﬁWhﬁﬁuyﬂﬂﬂHMHlthM:QJULBfUILAMMﬂy.Uhmhhﬂon7HKkWﬁMﬂfﬂtﬁlﬂﬂﬁh@
Subcommittee, several members participated in a visit to Lancaster County, PA and Carroll
County, MD to observe their Agricultural Preservation Program and talk with some of't
leaders.

GhmﬂHﬂtmudhﬂfmememwmﬂﬂmfswo%ﬂhw*ﬁrmwb@mnwﬁnﬁmnmﬂmgmﬁmﬁm%mm
discussion of key issues to our community, this interim report serves as a starting point for further
discussions and development of a long-term strategy to preserve open space and agriculture in
Kent County.

Background
)1 the Board Subcommittee on Parks recognized the importance of County parl

ks and 1n 2002
ommissioners adopted the Subcommittee’s report and committed funding to acquire
parkland to enhance the quality of life in Kent County. In addition, the Board adopted a goal to
&mqmﬁﬁTLﬁO@meﬁﬁ(ﬂ%xnuﬂymowmmxipaﬂdandwnmiop@ﬂwﬁmmxaIniﬂﬂllm&mﬂBOQﬁjamm)aﬁ'nmwﬂ
its commitment to

As is stands today, the County owns 6,701 acres of parkland and will have a total of 926 acres of
development rights by May 2010. To meet the Board goals for the remaining 800 acres of

parkland, it is estimated that it will cost at least ‘H'nuhhon<n.P)(M()pmramn,'Loamhmuwbﬂb?gwml
of the Purchase of Development Rights Ordinance goals, there are currently 38 applications which
mnﬂ?ﬁoZmn;ﬂPuWenaqubkfopmnhm&U1ZMEﬁmdﬂpumhmxbwm&dumtnmmy$ﬂ!

2,500 per acre.
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Given this demand and interest expressed by our community, this committee was charged to
review the issues related to open space and agricultural preservation and to develop
recommendations.

IV.  Issues : :
As the subcommittee reviewed and discussed the information presented, it became evident that
there are numerous issues which support the need to preserve agriculture and ope: nd for
the County to pursue initiatives that will coordinate, plan, and provide a sustainable funding
source. The following is a brief overview of the issues which committee members believe should
be considered in developing the County’s response to Agriculture and Open Space Preservation.

Agriculture as an industry in Kent County

An«xldu1ptotnc& S Department of Agriculture 2007 Census, there are 1,193 farms in Kent
County that encompass 170,117 aurmuwmipmodUCPrmwwhx$20&HrnHmn11n(mo and livestock
Sdkﬂ“UﬂVLﬂthl kw@lcd]ncuhutunlJ\e nt County ranked as the 5th highest p ku1m9<4nun}ﬂ”
Michigan for crops and 11™ lmIhmﬁsunuiurthuw|hwwcdlmw“n0ukdnd]mmuhrypn@ducUon In terms
of apple production, Kent County continues to be ranked 1% in the State and 8 in the nation.

—_

There is no doubt that the high productivity of the agricultural industry in Kent County impacts
and s quuat»o]uﬂ|nanudauhnu<g86unnxﬂw%md1pwoduceemuupnmmﬂwmwﬂ:quhxstLthmfamnhu%

industry. Thus, support for agriculture should be viewed, in part, as an economic platform to
preserve jobs.

Loss of farmland challenges the future of \Qmmudhne(uulihnth¢mce

In 1996, the Roger B. Anis Water Resources Ins leased a study of Kent County which
e&anunudlheclum@mwwxuuuiusekmmwwmmLk9183mmlP997 The study concluded that the amount of
land devoted to agricultural production in Kent County was reduced by 38,600 acres which
amounted to nearly 18% of the land devoted to agriculture. Although this data is over 15-years
ohﬂﬂtrvexpeuhclﬂuulfthf“MTthwwmetolmmupda,xthvauhlakomfacmmanuxlnAhmﬁ,nlhnthe
amount of agricultural land based upon a 20% growth in population since 1990°.

’Thelosscdlamd<Vununlm“hmmwmﬂkupon(knmﬂopnwmnzﬂonelwu|@1n@derWW“%ﬂe¢hp@ughthe
market factors of supply and demand as well as the challenges imposed upon heirs of farmland
WhUCMﬂmrMﬂwdnam@,km1mLp(xmﬂyduenamM@MMﬂﬁndpmmmmyhquwhwhnnme
retaining the property unaffordable.

Once land is developed, it rarely goes back to open space or agricultural uses. The loss of
farmland can be seen as contributing to a reduction in the number of farms and the subsequent
]mthiunlﬂlﬂmasuppoﬂﬁngindmﬁmie&

‘5J4and1neserwu LSunnorB atngherquahﬁzofldé ERRERERERRLRRCER R RiE R R R R N
'Fhmnrﬂb1n1ﬂemuaﬂa10MNolvamcnmdqu‘.J?hﬂmlp rvation technigques, a community can
maintain and/or reduce the costs for municipal services such as police, fire, and schools, and
reduce the amount of infrastructure necessary to support development, reduce traffic congestion
and pollution, and promote investment in urban or developed communities. As noted earlier, the
Kent County Board of Commissioners has ,onkmwendhmuxuaono,aHulnudthenmwwwtmnm:oftmmn
~space and agricultural preservation as contributing to a higher quality of life in Kent County. The

=

United States Department of Agriculture
hm| p:/Iwww.agcensus.usda.gov/Publicatio
?US Census Bureau. In,q.).//.[a.wtilrnd\,e.[.wv(.,nS|1:s;.gu)v

2' 0'07 ( e nsu lé» ni A(r] ic utlluun’ Ac cmsul Vi 'Ld'

“ounty_Level/Michigarn/index.asp
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challenge for ]uulpmvﬁrvaﬁon1rdﬁaﬁvesi“njkm&mmneﬂuﬂde-hf“mexhhjlquaHvyole%wmﬂb
sound economic principles rationale that support appropriate short and long-term benefits

Preserving land makes urban development cost-effective and partnerships possible

By preserving land, local communities are able to better manage the resources necessary to
provide infrastructure and services (water, sewer, roads, schools, police, fire, etc.) to residents
more effectively. Through implementation of various types of land preservation techniques, such
as zoning and planning, a community can maintain, contain, and/or reduce the costs for services
by limiting growth to existing infrastructure where services can be financially supported.

Further, there are opportunities to partner with municipal service providers such as the Grand
Valley Regional Biosolids Authority that will result in cost-savings to tax payers and service users
and result in land preservation. Currently, the Authority provides waste water treatment services
which utilize the residuals of the wastewater treatment process as fertilizer that is applied to

farmland through sub-surface injections.

The cost of injecting the biosolid is approximately $271 per injection, compared to $285-288 per

dry ton to landfill, so the process actually saves the treatment facility money while also benefiting
the farmer who can now buy less commercial fertilizer, saving both the farmer and the Authority

costs for doing business.

Currently, the Wyoming Wastewater Plan generates 28-33 million gallons of waster per year,
which absent this biosolids program, would have to go to a landfill. Although the practice of land
application is not unique, the proposal to partner with the Purchase of Development Rights
program to preserve land to ensure a location to apply the product is a newer idea that could be
replicated elsewhere. The benefits of having land available close-by the treatment plant and
mmanLugrL@nstotqqﬂyl;mwmdmk:km'W’ﬂsto<(nnu1epmV«1MsznmquNHLSLuanontcnIwnhlhf
urban community supporting the wastewater treatment plant and the farmers who require
committed agricultural land and fertilizer.

To ensure the availability of such land, the Authority recently committed $40,000 fo participate in
the Purchase of Development Rights program by providing matching funds for securing a federal
;gmuﬂﬂb&;aOpumgfmlmwulmau)hdﬂnyw,mnﬁ1<appnopnau, This use of the PDR program benefits
the urban customers’ wastewater treatment system while pre xwvmurﬂmemnifnnnuiwwdﬁmmwmmh

n-making

'-nulyﬂmue me|nuhwph, ntities and multiple efforts aimed at land preservation and there
.MH[&H s to be insufficient coordination of efforts. Given this, there is a need to coordinate efforts
such that these efforts can be supported by a sustainable and diverse funding source. In order for
these efforts to be effective, local units of government must be supportive and participate

collaboratively in the planning process for effective land preservation.

-land use d

"The]%ﬂnlwmﬂuvyuffh?sewwihmn

The permanency of land-use preservation continues to be an issue of importance and continues to
be an is ym,ﬂmmnﬁrﬂhﬂuw~>huulpmaurvan0ﬂ As this committee moves forward it will continue to
review the options available to ensure that land use preservation is done in a way that makes sense
relative to the long-term development of the County.
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Cost Scenarios/Strategy for Land Preservation

The current economic conditions function as a double edge sword when it relates to land
preservation. While the costs to acquire and preserve land may now be lower than in the past due
to slowing growth, the slowing growth has also created an environment for the County that is
challenged by a lack of resources. Despite this challenge, there is a need to understand the
magnitude of land that might be available, at what cost it may be acquired, and what strategy
could be used to reach the open space goals affirmed by the Board in previous subcommittes
studies and reports.

In all, if the County were to meet the goals established for parkland acquisition and development
right procurement, it is estimated to cost at least $17 million in today’s market. Given this, no
nunnJ*whatﬂmufundu1rnnwﬂunusn1fnudhybeuonnag1mnnmnlm;auMaumﬂﬂ[ and the use of funds
must be supported by an economic rationale for the preservation of land.

Tools for land preservation

While the Purchase of Development Rights program }wmlmmw1ﬂn=hiwwﬂﬁbcalpof t for land
preservation activities in Kent County, it is only one of multiple tools that are available, and
cannot be solely relied upon to achieve the goals of the multiple stakeholders interested in this
issue. The Subcommittee heard many comments regarding the positive results and need to link
mmpn?'wnhﬁwﬂmmmﬂﬂgmumdMMme%MMnmduwmauommmmmmMdebmﬂmm
regional planning initiatives.

Further, there are multiple preservation tools that are statutorily enabled or operationally
"Hshedwwnhwluowmmhm[zxmungcndhmmmuuy&wucJu&ﬂulo<alunLS(d'm)WPim en1u);momune

demdkmmnengcandﬁmwionh?gmmmﬂ“pwmmdngthnaughlacalgavemulmmnalumqpaun<n
'wohmnawyp»ﬂdOQWnkwlﬂneawunmwnlncgwanu@ and the continued implementation of the Purchase
of Development Rights program.

To coordinate the implementation of the various tools for preservation, State statutes do enable

joint, county, and regional planning initiatives to assist local communities in coordinating their

efforts. If undertaken, anxnun)wwukwo:unntpkumnnpqnwnwms\thwnﬁmmgnninwlmhux;wmmﬂd
provide the necessary footprint for land preservation and assist in defining the priorities for land
preservation.

Of additional interest are partnerships with entities that also have a vested interest in land-use
preservation for specific purposes. In addition to the Grand Valley Regional Biosolids Authority,
there are several local philanthropic organizations that have indicated an interest in further
discussing and potentially supporting land preservation, as well as opportunities for partnering
with local governments, regional entities, and others.

Recommendation

Over the last three months, the subcommittee has worked to review the studies and reports
regarding land-use and land preservation and has interviewed various stakeholders that have an
interest or perspective on the issue of open space and agricultural preservation. (Mﬂw)l]us1naUJnﬂ
and these interviews the Open Space and Agricultural Preservation Subcommittee
County Board of Commissioners has developed the following three principles to guide t hmldumt
and long-term recommendations for effective land preservation:

w  Land preservation must be a coordinated result of planning and preservation efforts.
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Rea
term vision, we recommend that this subcommittee conti

= Land preservation must be supported by a sustainable funding source.

»  Local units of government must be supportive of efforts towards land preservation.

lizing

il

that the issue of land preservation is a long-term challenge that requires a clear long-
1e to convene to implement several

‘Jumt1emnws‘Megmssamd|cu®rkaquahong.,mnwsrakgniﬂ¢an]l;monune1he preservation of

ope

n space and agriculture.

Short Term Recommendations

The Kent County Agricultural Preservation Board recently submitted a request to this
Subcommittee to allocate $1 million over three years to provide significant county funds to Kent
County’s PDR program. The Open Space and Agriculture Subcommittee understands that

maximizing outside funds for this program requ:

ires the ability to plan, coordinate, and educate

over a period of time.

Without confidence that Kent County is committed to this program for more than one year,
leveraging funds from other governmental units and private sources will be more difficult.

Therefore, the Open Space and Agricultt
Board of Commissioners appropriate $275,000 to the Agricultural Preservation Fu

Q

al Preservation Subcommittee recommends that the
1d for 2010, as

[

part of a $1 million commitment over three years and until such time as a more sustainable
funding source is identified, with the understanding that to commit the Board of Commissioners to
(=]

Iunmhnylnlumww*y1an;|ndnfuul During a period o

press
ree
that t
inc

economic uncertainty and increasing

sures on the County’s mandated services, all discretionary programs will need to be
valuated on an annual basis during the budget appropriation process. The Subcommittee notes
t this approach is consistent with funding allocated to other similar discretionary programs,
luding the West Michigan Sports Commission and the Prevention Initiative.

The Subcommittee further recommends:

)

Piloting a partnership with the Grand Valley Reg

byproduct to be reused rather than disposed of in a landfill. As stated earl

cional Biosolids Authority to purchase
development rights for land preservation and biosolid application.

A demonstration or pilot program funded by both the County and the Authority to purchase the
development rights and to preserve the land for the injection of biosolids would serve multiple
purposes by resulting in the preservation of agricultural land, reducing the costs of wastewater
treatment, and reducing the environmental impact of the wastewater treatment by allowing its
ier, the Grand Valley
Regional Biosolids Authority has committed $40,000 to participate in the Purchase of
Development Rights program to provide a partial match for a federal grant for property where
bww«ﬁW1inhw¢kM1hzappw”n1au’fk}knuuash p with the Authority is a unique concept that
addresses a significant number of the issue cthlWAlamdlhe‘m)us<H11nﬂ|pmssmﬂuﬂuﬂdena
and may lev ; ﬁnmhﬂrgwppoﬂnmmicmmmmbuhmmm‘ﬁonltme:muhuLhnngngmnmmunﬂy:

In(ndmmtochﬂemrdnethel»%tnnekmklﬂwaChNWffﬂmwdumrujluvuhokCOOmluwn@damm
sustainable preservation efforts, the County needs to work with existing and new partners to
identify the best methods to implement a land preservation program. Through partnering with
the philanthropic community, educating stakeholders and citizens, and by s wh.nguﬂqqnnt
fhnnlkmmlgmmmmnnumﬂﬂlumdmgwweﬁanuAnmunyanameveﬂbrwwﬁdinﬁne serving land such that
we can continue to promote the quality of life in Kent County.
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Longer-term Recommendations

One of the keys to implementing a long-term strategy will be to identify a strategy or strategies
that can be both sustainable and desirable. As a part of this discussion, there should be a review of
all potential funding sources including those that were identified throughout the subcommittee’s
discussions. Potential sources include the levying of .04 mills which is available to the County but
not currently levied, seeking a voter approved millage, determining if the county could issue
bonds for the purchase of property, asset/land swaps, impact fees, real estate transfer tax, and
continued development of partnerships with townships and the philanthropic community.

V1.  Next Steps
The subcommittee recommends that the Kent County Board of Commissioners support the short-
term recommendations of this subcommittee, appropriate the necessary funding to support those
efforts, and enable the subcommittee to continue to develop a long-term strategy to support land
preservation and identify and recommend suitable and sustainable funding sources.

The subcommittee will continue to identify and define the priorities for land preservation, work
with local stakeholders and Jocal units of government to coordinate our understanding of planning
and preservation.

Based upon this work, we intend to provide the Kent County Board of Commissioners with a
report that will include the following:

1. A plan to identify priorities for land preservation

2. Partners for land preservation

3. Plan for implementation and funding of a land preservation program

4. Plan to measure the impact and outcome of the land preservation program

[:

~

This interim report has been developed to provide the Kent County Board of Commissioners with
an update regarding the work of the subcommittee and this document will serve as guide for our
future discussions. We intend to continue to address many of the unanswered and many of the
unasked questions and to keep the Board updated regarding the status of our work.
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