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Executive Summary

Through a process of gathering primary and secondary data on the Salinas and
Pajaro Valleys, the research team has identif ied some specific needs, barriers
and solutions to the farmworker housing crisis in  the Pajaro Valley of Santa Cruz
County and the Salinas Valley of Monterey Count y

Beginning in December, 2016, w e undertook a thorough compilation and
analysis of existing databases on agricultural trends and labor patterns in the
region . From this research, we found that the estimated number of unique
individual agricultural workers employed in the region during 2016 was 91,433.

An estimated half of Californiads current
interviewers they lack authorization for U.S. employment. And those wh o are
documented are aging. Finally, the flow of foreign agricultural workers into the

U.S. has declined sharply. Some employers report labor shortages. Intense efforts
to mechanize every aspect of production are underway. Still other employers
have sought H-2A workers to supplement their domestic workforce.

We implemented a survey of 420 farmworkers in the laborshed as well as
interviews with employers and other stakeholders to gather primary data.

Among the farmworkers surveyed, men and women were relativ ely evenly
distributed across age groups with  75% of the interviewees married . The clear
majority of the immigrant farmworker interviewees had very few years of

schooling. They were 92% immigrants (not born in the U.S.) . About one fifth
were follow -the -crop migrants (FTC) who had traveled outside the two county
area for agricultural employment.

Most households of farmworkers interviewed included non -family members who
were for the most part other farmworkers. There are consistently stunningly high
rates of residences that are above the severely crowded condition of 2.0 people

per room. This is true of almost all the subgroups of the population. Often more
than 5 people per bathroom.

About 40% of respondents live in houses, 30% in apartments. Another 19% live in
rented rooms without kitchens  -- either in houses or apartments. Another 12%
l'ive i n 0ot her 6 1ltBghtermne pefcentdoifarinworkersgnwere

1 Like motels, boarding houses or barracks
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renters and 11% owners. Of those who reported as owners, a quarter own
mobile homes.

Other characteristics of those interviewed
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Most have only completed primary school.

included :

Wages ranged from a median of $12.79 per hour, mean of $13.64, with

median annual income of $25,000.
The majority do not work all year in agriculture.

o0 7.5 months is the median.

0 44% of migrants work all year, 20% of non
Average age at arrival is about 20,
Median number of years in the US is 15 years.
Median age was 37
Median number of years with current employer
worked for their employer for 8 years or more.
Two-thirds are from four states in Mexico:

o Oaxaca 21%

o Michoacan 19%

o Jalisco 14%

o Guanaju ato 10%

-migrants work year round.

is 4 years; a quarter

13% self-identifi ed as indigenous Mixtec, Triqui, Zapotec
They work in a range of crops throughout the region.

0 46% participate in harvest
0 16% are packers

0 38% participate in all other farm  -related tasks such as:

Weeding

Irrigating

Thinning

Pruning

Loading

Driving

Operating machines

> > > > > D

Of the employers interviewed, a vast majority viewed the labor shortage as their

main challenge to success.

Those who did not hire H-2A workers had little

knowledge of the conditions or type of housing in which their workers lived. And
while the majority of employers noted that they were facing a labor shortage

very few of those interviewed

correlated this with a housing crisis.



A primary idea expressed among stakeholders interviewed was that workers

were frequently victims of the current policies in effect at all levels of

government . Stakeholders included employers  not included in the survey,

farmworker advoca tes, housing developers, housing managers, land use

planners, service providers, attorneys, and academics. Under this umbrella of
ovictimozattaloemhol ders mentioned exploitation
board . There were mentions of how workers are recruited and paid, migration

challenges, and physical demands of the work . About half of the stakeholders

expressed concern about the cost of developing more housing and how to pa y

for it.

The farmworker housing de  mand model developed in this project calculates the
total housing units needed of all types, based on target People Per Dwelling
(PPD), and total permanent affordable farmworker housing based on the
current rate that farmworkers access subsidized housing.

Key findings of the demand model were:

1 Anadditional 33,159 units of farmworker housing are needed to alleviate
critical overcrowding  in farmworker households that are occupied at 7.00
PPD to the average PPD of 3.23 in Monterey County and  the average PPD
2.60 in Santa Cruz County

1 Atotal of 4,393 units of permanent affordable farmworker housing are
needed to maintain the present  daccess rate & of 7.6 percent of
farmworkers to subsidized housing

The data from this study indicate an overwhelming need for affordable
permanent year -round family housing. However, a pproximately 20% of the total
population, or 18,300 farmworkers, are migrant, non -permanent residents. Of
those, more than 4,600 are H -2A visa workers. The H-2A employer is required to
provide hous ing, and many have contracted with motels to fulfill this
requirement .

The research team compiled a list of current funding for farmworker housing,
shown below.

2 Calculated by research team based on survey results



Federal State

UDA Section 514/516 Farm Labor Housing HCD Joe Serna, Jr.,, Farm Worker Housing Grant
USDA Section 521 Rural Rental Assistance HCD California Self-Help Housing Program

USDA Section 502 Direct Loan/Section 523 Mutual HCD CalHome

Self-Help Housing Technical Assistance HCD Multifamily Housing Program

HUD Community Development Block Grant TCAC Federaland Sate Low-Income Housing Tax
HUD HOME Investment Partnership s Credits

Federal Home Loan Bank Board Affordable HCD Farm Worker Housing Tax Credit Assistance
Housing Program SGC Affordable Housing and Sustainable

Communities Program

USDA = U.S Department of Agriculture

HUD = U.S Department of Housng and Urban Development

HCD = California Department of Housng and Community Development
TCAC = California Tax Credit Allocation Committee

G C = California Srategic Growth Council

The non -profit, for -profit, and housing authorities  have the experience, flexibility,
and expertise to continue to build and manage affordable housing units for
farmworkers. However , projecting the number of units that these organizations,

and others, can reasonably develop over the next ten years based on historical
rates of development and in anticipation of increased funding and reduction of
development barriers  we calculated that an additional 930 units could possibly

be constructed , far short of the 3,577 units necessary.

Project feasibility is constrai ned by adequate availability of land, cost of land,

cost of construction, funding resources, and governmental regulations . The
ability to address the housing gap is not solely dependent upon the capacity of

the local organizations but  will require signific ant improvement in the conditions
that restrict the development of affordable housing.

Based on the in depth research, there are a range of potential actions to
remove barriers and encourage development. The Study Oversight Committee
prepared a Draft Actio n Plan for discussion with potential actions regarding
Housing Type, Financing, Sites, and Regulatory Reforms.

DRAFT ACTION PLANGS APRIL 2018

Farmworker Housing Study Oversight Committee Recommendations

Overview

This research found that the estimated number of unigue individual workers employed
in agriculture in the region during 2016 was 91,433. It is clear from the primary data



collected in the survey phases of this study that farmworker housing in the Salinas -Pajaro
Laborshed needs to be drastically  increased.

Farmworker housing in the region is severely crowded . In assessing the needs based on
survey data, an astounding 33,159 additional units of farmworker housing are needed
to alleviate critical overcrowding in farmworker households.

Based upon income levels and housing costs, farmworkers need subsidized housing.

The survey determined that 7.6% of farmworkers  currently access subsidized housing.
Just to mai nt adcessrateh &d total of 64893 aunits of permanent affordable
subsidized farmworker housing are needed.

Study data demonstrates that the preponderance of workers are year -round residents.
75% of those surveyed are married, often living in households with minor children born in

the United States. Although frequently the focus has been on providing housing for
temporary farmworkers, the data is clear that the most significant need is for

permanent farmworker family housing.

While there is new funding in the State of California for  affordable housing including
resources specifi cally targeted to farmworkers,  the demand will not be met with what is
currently available . Therefore, this action plan is focused on what we can collectively

do to quickly produce affordable farmworker housing with a focus on permanent

farmworker familie s.

Goal: Produce 3,500 permanent, affordable  farmworker housing units over the next
five years to stabilize the agriculture workforce in the Salinas and Pajaro Valley Region.

Housing Types

Objective: Promote alternative farmworker housing tenure and dev elopmen t prototypes
that have worked in Monterey Bay Region  , California , and other parts of the nation

H1.  Prioritize the construction of permanent, year -round housing for farmworker
families.

H2.  Facilitate the development of i  ntergenerational farmworker housing for multiple
generations of farmworkers  (retirees, working adults, and children ) to create
opportunities for mutual self -reliance, such as provision of childcare and elder
care. Best practice includes the Desert Gardens Apartments in Indio.

H3. Incentivize housing that incorporates wrap -around services to strengthen
families, transfer new skills, and build leadership.



HA4.

H5.

H6.

H7.

H8.

H9.

H10.

H11.

Facilitate the development of Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) by considering
the reduc tion of ADU impact and permit fees, disseminating public information,
and establishing lender products for ADU new construction and rehabilitation.

Facilitate private sector development of farmworker housing with unrestricted
funding sources to allow flexibi lity in providing housing for seasonal, migrant, or
any other farmworker regardless of documentation.

Support housing projects, both new construction and rehabilitation, which

integrate energy efficiency, water conservation, and other green elements that
reduce operational costs to sustain the project over time. Best practice includes
the Mutual Housing at Spring Lake in Woodland.

Educate the local International Code Councils and Building Officials to

streamline the approval of new building technologies, such as modular

construction as alternative to traditional stick -built, which have the potential to
more efficiently and economica lly scale up housing production. Best practice
includes George Ortiz Plaza | in Santa Rosa.

Investigate and pilot the use of innovative emergency housing types for
seasonal, migrant farmworkers such as mobile homes.

Collaborate with other juri  sdictions to develop a model ordinance for the
temporary use of motels/hotels for H  -2A or other seasonal farmworkers.

Support the development of new housing cooperatives or assist residents of
existing housing, such as labor camps and mobile home p arks, to convert their
housing to limited -equity cooperatives as an affordable alternative to renting

and fee -simple ownership.

Support resident -controlled mutual housing and mutual housing associations,
which empower tenants to be leaders and activi sts in the governance and
operation of their homes.

Suitable Sites

Objective: Collaborate among jurisdictions to identify appropriate locations for
farmworker housing within cities and unincorporated counties to facilitate development
of farmworker housin g.

S1.

S2.

Map appropriate sites for farmworker housing in collaboration with local
jurisdictions in the region and streamline the approval processes whenever
possible.

Encourage local jurisdictions to evaluate current General Plan and zoning based
upon housing funding criteria and , when appropriate , re-zone properties to
create additional sites  for affordable, farmworker housing.



S3. Establish agreements between counties and cities that allow for contiguous,
unincorporated county land to connect to cit y infrastructure to facilitate
development of farmworker housing.

S4. Relax restrictions on the residential use of agriculturally ~ -zoned land in
unincorporated county areas that restrict on-farm r esidential development.

S5. Promote the establishment of ~ Affordable Housing Overlay Zones i n 6-hi gh
opportunityd areas within Monterey County that
and flexible incentives to encourage developers to build affordable and
farmworker housing.

S6. Encourage on -farm employee housing.

S7. Incentivize growers with marginal agricultural land contiguous to and surrounded
by urban uses to dedicate, discount, or lease land for farmworker housing,
including no -cost release from Williamson Act contracts.

S8. Enable property owners with contiguous sites appropriate for farmworker housing
to parcellate the land or create new lot lines to accommodate larger, more
economically feasible projects.

D. Encourage existing land trusts or the creation of new lan d trusts that build and
preserve farmworker housing on land that is leased from the trust and held in
restricted affordability in perpetuity.

S10. Support the i mplementation of appropriate stra
regional study of Transportation  Alternatives for Rural Areas, such as expanded
vanpools, mobility hub development, public/private partnerships with
Transportation Network Companies, Expanded Express Transit Service, and
Workforce Housing Developments.

S11. Coordinate with regional trans it agencies to provide better access between
housing sites and agricultural workplaces.

Financing
Objective 1: Proactively pursue and leverage government al and non -governmental
funds to increase the inventory of farmworker housing.

Objective 2: Capitali ze on existing regional and local housing trust funds and create
new local funding sources for the construction, rehabilitation, acquisition , and operation
of farmworker housing.

F1. Effectively leverage new State funding resources including SB 2, the Bu ilding
Homes and Jobs Act, and SB 3, the Veterans and Affordable Housing Bond Act
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of 2018, if approved by voters in November 2018, to finance new permanent,
affordable farmworker housing.

F2. Advocate that the California Department of Housing and Communit y
Development (HCD) expedite processing of SB 2 funding and develop
reasonable program guidelines to facilitate development of affordable
farmworker housing.

F3. Outreach to local residents and advocate for the passage of the Veterans and
Affordable Hous ing Bond in November 2018 as a source for affordable
farmworker housing for the Region.

F4. Continue collaboration among Santa Cruz County stakeholders to include a
local housing bond measure on the ballot in November 2018 and effectively
campaign for its passage.

F5. Continue efforts among Monterey County stakeholders to initiate a local housing
bond for the November 2020 election.

F6. Facilitate the creation of alternative funding mechanisms by convening
agricultural representatives interested in shar  ing resources to build and operate
farmworker housing both for year  -round, permanent and seasonable, migrant
housing. Best practice includes the Napa self  -assessment of wine grape growers.

F7. Update and strengthen local Inclusionary Housing Programs as a mechanism to
provide additional affordable housing units that could be targeted for
farmworkers .

F8. Explore the development of  Commercial/Industrial Linkage Fee Programs  to
ensure there is a jobs -housing balance and/ or fit to meet the affordable housing
needs of new employees and local residents.

F9. Maximize local funding resources to be in the best possible competitive position
to leverage conventional non  -local grants, investor equity, and low  -cost
financing for production and preservation of farmworker housing.

F10. Pro-actively market parcels within jurisdictions that would likely be competitive
under existing State -administered housing programs, such as the Federal and
State Low -Income Housing Tax Credit Progr ams.

F11. Commit federal pass -through funds, such as Community Development Block
Grant and Home Investment Partnership grants, to the production and
preservation of farmworker housing.
F12. Explore Parcel Taxes for affordable housing (including farmworke r housing) that

would tax land rather than new development.

vii



F13. Explore anincrease to Transient Occupancy Taxes on hotels, motels, vacation
rentals, and other accommodations in the Monterey Bay Region to support
affordable housing for service workers  and farmworkers.

F14. Explore allocating a portion of Cannabis Business Taxes to foster affordable
housing production including funding of planning staff to shepherd projects
through the process.

F15. Aggressively apply for Federal and State housing f  inance programs that are
occupationally -restricted or advantage farmworker housing, namely USDA
Section 514/516 Farm Labor Housing coupled with USDA Section 521 Rural Rental
Assistance and California Joe Serna, Jr., Farmworker Housing Grant, State
Farmwork er Housing Tax Credit, and Multifamily Housing Program.

F16. Advocate for the continuation and expansion of USDA Section 514/516 Farm
Labor Housing Program and USDA Section 523 Rural Rental Assistance Program.

F17. Educate affordable housing providers ab out successful strategies to couple
USDA Section 523 Rural Rental Assistance and USDA Section 514/516 Farm Labor
Housing Programs to help fund affordable farmworker housing.

F18. Reform the USDA Section 514/516 Farm Labor Housing loans and grants to al low
projects that include both farmworker and non -farmworker units. Best practices
include the Nuevo Amanecer Apartments in Pajaro and Azahar Place
Apartments in Ventura.

F19. Reintroduce the Mutual Self -Help Housing method of sweat equity and owner -
building of single -family homes under the supervision of local nonprofit housing
organizations using a combination of USDA Rural Development Section 502
Direct Loan and Section 523 Technical Assistance Grants with State Joe Serna,

Jr., Farmworker Housing Gran t Program funds to produce affordable
homeownership opportunities for farmworkers.

Regulatory Reform

Objective: Change regulations to remove barriers, streamline processing, and reduce
costs for the development of farmworker housing.

R1.  Promote and fund the update of restrictive and outdated zoning designations
that limit residential densities, height, setbacks, and Floor -Area -Ratios (FARS),
especially in urban cores and corridors, and identify and eliminate unnecessary
or redundant discr etionary reviews that cause costly delays and discourage
applicants.
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R2.

R3.

RA4.

R5.

R6.

R7.

R8.

R9.

R10.

R11.

R12.

R13.

Identify and eliminate barriers for the development of employer -sponsored
housing while ensuring that the development is built to allow for future
conversion to multi -family should the employer sell the property.

Remove impediments to farmworker housing within areas subject to the
California Coastal Commission through update of Local Coastal Plans and
reform the regulations governing the exemption of agriculture activities and
p ermits set by the California Coastal Act.

Apply for SB 2 funding to update zoning and revise other regulations to
streamline production of farmworker housing and other housing types.

Allow for priority processing of by  -right, year -round, permanent farmworker
housing projects that meet underlying zoning requirements.

Fund and designate a point  -person or ombudsperson responsible for

shepherding farmworker housing project applications through the local

government approval process and a dvocating for them.  Best practice includes
an ombudsman in San Mateo County for farmworker housing.

Design and develop pre -approved plans and adopt modified development -by -
right for farmworker housing, including dormitory -style, modular, and multifa  mily
prototypes proposed on agricultural parcels meeting specified site and zoning

criteria in unincorporated areas. Best practice includes a recent approach

adopted in Ventura County.

Encourage local jurisdictions to consider adopting ordinances th at waive
development impact fees for affordable farmworker housing.

Support local jurisdictions in establishing development fee deferral programs for
affordable and workforce housing and implement the program when requested
by the developer.

Incentivize smaller, less expensive units by charging developer impact fees
based on unit square footage rather than per unit and reducing minimum net
land area per unit requirements.

Encourage local jurisdictions to allow for greater flexibility in the provision of
parking for affordable farmworker housing, where appropriate.

Provide greater flexibility in the ratio of residential and commercial space in
mixed -use districts or zones to allow for more space that is residential.

Educate local jurisdictions about the application of state -density bonus to
facilitate affordable farmworker housing and encourage the development of an
enhanced or super -density bonus where appropriate.



R14.

R15.

R16.

Conduct outreach and education workshops to stakehol ders and the public so
that potential applicants and local communities better understand the rules and
regulations governing farmworker housing.

Encourage local jurisdictions to proactively collaborate with affordable housing
developers and develop s  olutions that remove site -specific land use barriers
whenever possible.

Expand training of city and county staff and local elected officials about
State and local land use laws and regulations and foster can -do
collaborative



Acronyms used in this report

ADU
AHP
AHSC
AMBAG
AMI
BLS
CCRH
CDBG
CEQA
CHDO
CIRS
CLT
FHLB
FMMP
FLC
HCD
HOZ
HUD
LIHTC
MBEP
MPO
MTP
NAICS
NAWS
PPD
QCEW

Accessory Dwelling Unit

Affordable Housing Program

Affordable Housing Sustainable Communities
Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments
Area Median Income

Bureau of Labor Statistics

California Coalition  for Rural Housing
Community Development Block Grant

California Environmental Quality Act
Community Housing Development Organization
California Institute for Rural Studies

Community Land Trust

Federal Home Loan Bank

Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program
Farm labor Contractor

California Department of Housing and Community Development
Housing Opportunity Zones

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
Low Income Housing Tax Cred it

Monterey Bay Economic Partnership
Metropolitan Planning Organization

Metropolitan Transportation Plan

North American Industrial Classification Syste
National Agicultural Worker Survey

Persons Per Dwelling

Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages
Xi



RHNA
SCS
SGC
SPAWHS
TCAC
USDA

Regional Housing Needs Allocation

Sustainable Communities Strategy

Strategic Growth Council

Salinas Pajaro Agricultural Worker Housing Survey
Tax Credit Allocation Commission

U.S.Department of Agriculture
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SECTION 1: NEEDS
ASSESSMENT

Introduction

During the 2015 -2023 Housing Element Update process, the City of Salinas was
asked to conduct a needs assessment of farmworker housing. Meanwhile, south
Salinas Valley mayors were travelling to Napa County to learn about their
pioneering solutions for fund ing farmworker housing. The City of Salinas agreed
to coordinate a regional survey and study of farmworker housing and the
development of an Action Plan to address the needs.

In August 2015, the Building Healthy Communities (BHC) 0 East Salinas Housing

Workgroup submitted a letter to the City of Salinas requesting that the Housing
Element2015-2023 include an action to oconduct a s
scientific community survey and/or a survey of agricultural employers in the

county to further def ine housing needs of farm labor workforce, financing

constraints and opportunities, and best pract
included representatives of BHC, the Center for Community Advocacy, CHISPA,

Community Organized for Relational Power in Actio n, Monterey Bay Central

Labor Council, and Health in All Policies of the Monterey County Health

Department.

The Salinas City Council agreed to the request and added the action to the

Housing Element. The mayors of South Salinas Valley cities had been stud ying

alternative models for farmworker housing and when asked to collaborate in the

regi onal study, i nsisted that an O0Action Pl an
Study was announced, the Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments and

Santa Cruz County offer ed to participate and financially contribute to the study.

Therefore, the scope expanded to include Pajaro Valley as well as Salinas

Valley.

The City of Salinas served as the project management team and engaged a
contract project manager, Jennifer Coile, to coordinate the study.
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A Request for Proposals was issued in July 2016 and a contract with the
California Institute for Rural Studies (CIRS) and California Coalition for Rural
Housing (CCRH) was executed in December 2016. CIRS and CCRH are
experienced w ith conducting agricultural workforce surveys and analyzing best
practice projects throughout California.

The California Institute for Rural Studies (CIRS) has been at the forefront of
research on rural California for 40 years, with an emphasis on promotin g
improved health and well  -being among agricultural workers. CIRS has
completed two farmworker housing assessments for counties in California and is

in process of a third. In 2007, CIRS completed the initial assessment of the

demand for farmworker housing  in Napa County. The following year, CIRS
completed an assessment of the demand for farmworker housing and

transportation in Mendocino County. CIRS is currently working on a farmworker
housing assessment and action plan for the Salinas Pajaro laborshed. In 2013,
CIRS patrticipated in a statewide effort to determine the needs for farmworker
housing and transportation and to offer proposals for solutions to the California
Department of Food and Agriculture. This work resulted in a collaborative
publicatonen t i tl ed o0Shelter +Mobility Recommendat:
Specialty Crop Ag Workforce. 0

Working in the Eastern Coachella Valley, CIRS has completed a population

health report, an extensive survey to  ol, an environmental assessment tool for
housing condit ions, a set of maps and policy briefs and an assessment of the
cumulative environmental vulnerability for the region. To achieve our goals,

CIRS recently completed a large  -scale household survey of resident health that
relies on random selection of reside  nces. Coupled with this survey is an
observational and environmental assessment of housing conditions. Data from
that extensive project is currently being analyzed.

Formed in 1976, the California Coalition for Rural Housing  (CCRH) is the oldest
statewide association of community -based nonprofit housing development
organizations in the U.S. and the only statewide rural housing coalition. Our
members include both public housing authorities and private, nonprofit

agencies that specialize in the production of homes for rent and purchase by
low -income families. In San Mateo County, Mid  -Pen Housing Coalition is an
active board member and partner.

From inception, CCRH has been dedicated to meeting the needs of
farmworkers for decent and affordable shelter. The organization was created
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following a farmworker housing conference convened by then Governor Jerry

Brown to provide a voice for farmworker housing in the State Legislature. Our
members, working throughout Californi@odos
producers and operators of farmworker housing in the state and the nation. In
addition to Mid -Pen, another eight organizations have developed farmworker
housing in coastal counties: Cabrillo Economic Development Corporation
(Ventur a), RHelp pousing $Sand_ais Abispo), CHISPA (Monterey),
Ecumenical Association for Housing (Marin), Burbank Housing and California

Human Development Corporation (Sonoma), Rural Communities Housing
Development Corporation (Mendocino), and Napa Valley Community Housi ng
(Napa).

Project Purpose:

A Develop a collective Action Plan to address farmworker housing
shortages so employers can rely on trained stable workforce.

A Foster regional collaboration so that the supply of farmworker
accommodations matches needs of specific types of farmworkers (e.g.
seasonal unaccompanied vs. year  -round family) and improves
farmworker family health through safe living conditions.

A Provide current data to support advocacy for resources and resource
allocation, e.g. supporting project financin g by affordable housing
developers.

Community Collaboration:

The study has been guided by an Oversight Committee comprised of twenty -
five representatives of funding partners (Monterey County, Santa Cruz County,

the Monterey Bay Association of Governments (AMBAG), the cities of King,
Gonzales, Soledad, Greenfield, and Salinas , Midpen Housing, Monterey County
Housing Authority, Monterey County Housing Development Corporation, and
Monterey County United Way ) and stakeholders such as Grower  Shipper
Associatio n of the Central Coast, CHISPA, California Strawberry Commission,
Center for Community Advocacy, Elkhorn Packing, Health in All Policies Salinas
Workgroup, , Monterey Bay Economic Partnership, Nunes Companies, and
Building Healthy Communities East Salinas. This Committee has been directly
involved in guiding the development of the study stayed on track and meeting

the goals of the collaborative partnership. The Monterey County Association of
Realtors and Monterey County United Way contributed to the costs o f the
Regional Forum to discuss the Study.
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Defining the Laborshed

{ The concept of a
Nk _|oraborsheds is
= T modeled from the
Pajaro Valley JS\\ geographical
fﬁ\ \ concept of a
\ 3
\«} watershed.
o =7 Similarly, a
, laborshed can be
PACIFIC GROJSSEA R .
1 e defined as a
CARMELCRYY-THE-SEA-_ .
SoNMLES Salinas Valley geographical area
SOLEPAD where labor
GREENFIELD (J of |l ows. 6 The

laborshed in this
case is defined as
the area or region
from which the
Salinas and Pajaro
Valleys draw their

: KNGITY

workers, regardless
HGUREL MAP OF STUDYAREA of political
boundaries. 3 Figure 1 is
a map showing the outlines of our study area which is comprised of the
employment centers for the Salinas  -Pajaro Valleys. These boundaries were
agreed upon prior to study initiation but in completion of our research, we found
that the actual laborshed for the region wa S quite a bit larger geographically
with workers traveling from as far as Yuma, Arizona, on a regular, seasonal basis.
This will be discussed in more detail in the body of this report.

Salinas-Pajaro Valleys Farms , Agricultural Production

and Employment

Executive Summary

The Salinas and Pajaro Valleys comprise t he nationds | eading regioc

production of fresh market vegetable s, outstripping the entire state of second -
ranked Fl1 ori dads product i o,asnegsuraddy darvedied rfresB 5 %

3 Various workforce development agencie s across the US use this term.
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vegetabl e acreage. The econom ies of Monterey and Santa Cruz Counties  are
primarily based on their farms.

Farms and production

There are 1,846 farms in Monterey and Santa Cruz Counties, as reported in the
2012 Census of Agriculture. About one -third were livestock and other animal
produc ers, one -third were fruit crop  growers , one -seventh each were vegetable
farms, or nursery and floriculture farms, and just one  -fourteenth were hay and
grain farms.

Between 1992 and 2012, there were dramatic increases of planted acrea ge of
two crops. While the harvested acreage of vegetables changed only modestly,

both the amount of land planted to berries and to winegrape sincreased
dramaticall .

Paradoxically, during the same twenty  -year period, the number of farms
reporting harveste d vegetable acreage fell by 16%, those wi th berry plantings

decreased by 26%, and the number growing apples declined by 44% in accord
with the decrease acreage of apples . But the number with winegrape plantings
doubled.

During the past decade, measured by comparing three -year annual averages
of farm cash receipts  (inflation -adjusted 2016 dollars ), production of crop and
animal commodities increased by 14%, to $5.2 billion (B). Of th at total , $3.2 B
were vegetables , $1.5 B were fruit crops (mostly strawberries ), $0.4 B were
floriculture and nursery crops, and $0.1 Bw ere all other types of agriculture.

Not all crops fared equally well during this period : the value of vegetable
production grew by 12% while the value of fruit production, mainly berrie S,
increased by a remarkable 37%. But the value of cut flowers and other
ornamental sactually fell by 11%, mainly owing to sharply falling retail sales
during the Great Recession. Increased cut flower import sforced some
producers out of business.

A notabl e trend was increased size concentration of production during the past
two decades. The reported total of harvested cropland acres among farms with
at least 1,000 acres of such land increased from 158,091 acres in 1992 to 227,932
acres in 2012, a growth of 44%. During the same twenty -year period, the
reported sub -totals of harvested cropland acres in every one of the four smaller
reported size categories fell, for an overall decline of 35,726 acres (- 30%).
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The regionds maj or dabtgpesod lettuee dunderdantc t
substantial shift s during the past ten years : very much lower output of head
lettuce and some types of leaf lettuce while romaine output rose significantly.
Among fruit crops, berry output (tons) and value (adjusted 2016 $) each

incre ased by about 39%. Winegrape output (tons) fell by 21% during the past
decade, while value declined by just 12% , possibly associated with changes
varietals planted.

The organic category continued to increas e its share of production during the
past decade, from 5.6% of total value of farm cash receipts during 2007 to 9.8%
of the value during 2016 . Organic sales reached $481 million in 2016.

Agricultural employment

Corresponding to these trends in the pattern of crop production, labor demand
for berry production rose sharply, while labor demand for winegrape and head
lettuce production declined. During the past decade, agricultural employment
in the two -county region increased substantially.

An agricultural worker is Osomebome whmoapémf or 1
and data for ofarmdé and oagricultur al | abor o
Industrial Classification System (NAICS), adopted by all Federal agencies in 2002.

Ma ny farm and ranch operations  directly employ agricultural workers, asdothe

many businesses provid ing agricultural services in support of crop and animal

production . The latter include farm labor contractors and companies that

prepare fresh produce for marketing, such as salad plants.

As part of their quarterly unemployment tax obligations, nearly e very California
employer is required to reportthe number of persons on their payroll during the

pay period that includes the 12  t day of the month for each month of the

quarter . The Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages (QCEW)isc  ompiled
by the Bureau of Labor Statistics from th ose reports submitted by employer s. The
QCEW provides the only reliable monthly employment totals of agricultural
workers.

For the three -year period 2014 -16, the average monthly employment in the
region reached 80,715 during July.  The month of the lowest total,  with 34,737
employed , was January, reflecting the seasonal pattern of agriculture sector
jobs.
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The three -year annual average of monthly employment in the re gion increased
from 49,035 during 2005 -07 to 60,837 during 2014 -16. Thus, annual average
agricultural employment in the Salinas  -Pajaro Valley sincreased by a remarkable
24% during the past decade.

Though relatively small in number 8 less than 5% of agricul tural workers - even
more rapidly increasing wa s the total number temporary foreign agricultural
workers certified for employment in the region under the H -2A visa program. The
numbers of such workers are included inthe reported QCEW data because they
we re employed by U.S. businesses. By 2017, the number  of H-2A working in the
Salinas-Pajaro Valleys was more than 4,300, up from just 636 three years earlier.

A surprising finding of the QCEW reports is that , for every single month , the 2014 -
16 average employ ment finds the number of employees of businesses providing
support services for crop and animal production was larger than the number of
direct -hire employees of crop and animal farms. The largest share of support
service employees were persons working for ~ farm labor contractors.

Increased reliance on farm labor contractors is a long -term trend throughout
California agriculture . The agricultural census reported that 1,329 farms in the
Salinas-Pajaro region had directly hired farm labor in 1978; by 2012, th e number
had d ropped to 980 (-26%). During 1978, just 406 farms had contact labor; by
2012, the number of farms with contract labor had increased to 564 (+39%).

Although the evidence is sparse, comparing similar tasks for a specific crop finds

the average wage rate reportedly earned by labor contactor employees is very

nearly the same as for workers directly hired by farm operators. However, farm
operators are mor e likely to offer non -wage benefits. But the proportion of farms
offering housing benefits to their  seasonal employees has decline d precipitously
during the pasttwo deca des.

The farm labor contractor  (FLC) sector has also experienced an increase in size
concentration in recent years. In Monterey County, where most FLCsin the
region are based , the total number of FLCemployees during the third calendar
quarter of the year more than doubled between 1990 and 2016, from 18,914 to
40,468. FLCswith 500 or more workers on payroll had just a one -fourth share of
such employment in 1990. By 2016, the number of these largest FLCshad tripled
and they had atwo -thirds share of the County 6 sontract labor employment.
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There has also been a dramatic increase of multi-co unty farm labor contract ing
in the Salinas -Pajaro region inrecent year. But QCEW data and other
administrative data fail to accurately report either the amount of their

employment in the region , or in each of the counties where they are active

Altogether , during 2016, there were 118 licensed farm labor contractors who

were registered with the County Agricultural Commissioner s of either Monterey
or Santa Cruz County, or both. But just a total of 70 were represented in the

QCEMW file for the region. More than half of the 118 had registered in other

counties as will. Some thirteen of the total had registered in ten or more

counties.

Discussion
A principal finding of this report is that the estimated number of unique individual
workers employed in the region during 2016 was 9 1,433.

Although some might be shocked that such a large estimated number of

individuals were agricultural worker s in Monterey and Santa Cruz counties during

2016, single-week, peak -season employment was reported to have been 80,714

during this period. Despite increased mechanization, challenges of reported

labor shortages, intrusive regulation, substantial increases i n the stateds mi
wage rate, employment has increased.

Of great significance is the  Salinas-Pajaro Valleys fresh market produce industry
pioneered new products that bec ame standard items found in retail markets,
such as bagged and washed  fresh-cut pr oduce , as well as production for the
fast-growing foodservice markets.  The ballooning , mass-market organic
category had its origins here .

Nevertheless, there are indicators that the market for fresh vegetables may be
softening somewhat . The USDA report on U.S.utilization of fresh vegetables finds
a decline of 14.7 Ibs. in annual per capita consumption , about -7%, based on
three -year annual averages from 2003  -05to 2013-15.

A large survey by the U.S. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention finds just
9% of U.S. adults meet the recommended daily consumption of fresh vegetables
and only 12.2% similarly meet the recommendation for fresh fruit.

The annual Fresh Trendssurvey of consumers similarly finds a statistically
significant decline between 2007 -0 and 2 015-17 in the proportion of households
reporting retail purchases of lettuce, celery and salad mix. Smaller nominal
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declines, but not statistically significant, were also reported for broccoli and
cauliflower. But purchases of spinach were nominally higher, but not by a
statistically significant amount.

Starting in 2016, for the very first time, household expenditures for the purchase

of meals prepared outside of the home exceeded expenditure for the purchase

of groceries for the preparation of meals in the home. From fast -food to pizza
delivery, and institutional foodservice to formal restaurants, meals purchased

away from home have become the fastest -growing sector of the food business.

Although it is beyond the scope of the present report to specu late about the

future demand for fresh produce, the very low per -capita consumption can be

viewed as a challenge to the industry. Thirty years ago, salad mix and organic

produce were the sole province of food co -operatives and oOohippyd e
but are bot h mainstream and fast -growing categories.

A serious additional problem is of immediate concern. An estimated half of

Cal i f or ni a®pworkars telegavernment interviewers they lack
authorization for U.S. employment.  And those who are documented ar e aging.
Finally, the flow of foreign agricultural workers into the U.S. has declined sharply.

Some employers report labor shortages . Intense efforts to mechanize every
aspect of production are underway. Still other employers have sought H -2A
workers to supplement their domestic workforce

The displacement of older , established members of the workforce by  new
workers has not been studied or discussed, but might present societal problems
in the near term.

Policy discourse in Congress to address these concer  ns of the agriculture
industry is at a standstill: it appears unlikely that major changes in immigration
law will be enacted in the near term . Meanwhile, enforcement is being stepped

up.
Farms and Farm Production

The present report is intended to provide an overview and discussion of trends

within the agricultural sector of the Salinas  -Pajaro Valleys. Agriculture begins with
the land, and the farms whose operations produce food and fiber. It is only
natural that th is report also begins with an examination of land use and the
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farms whose production is the Dhampos of t he
continues with an overview of production, and , finally , a separate section
focuses on agricultural employment.

The Salinas-Pajaro region has long been the state and national leader in the
production of fresh vegetables and berries. Less well understood is the extent to
which the region has successfully adapted to significant shifts in consumer
preferences and purch asing behaviors. Packaged fresh cut produce, such as
bagged leaf vy greens, as well as foodservice produce , have be come major
segment s of the fresh vegetable sector of the  industry. Much of the innovation
of this sector was pioneered in California, mostly in the Salinas -Pajaro region.

Agricultural land use

The combined land area of the Salinas-Pajaro region thatis devoted to

agriculture production  was reported in the 2012 agricultural census tobe 1.4

million acres . The total land area of the two counties wa s reported to be about

2.4 million acres. Thus, the majority of land within the two counties, about 57%, is

devoted to agricultural production. A substantial share of the
forested, much of which is within the north tract of the federally protected Los

Padres National Forest.

While many are aware of crop production in this region, n early two -thirds of the
regionds farmland i sorrangev,some &87,43dacrpsars2012.r e
Figure 1 presents the major agricultural uses of theregio nds f a r‘*Adoat nd .
200,100 acres were used for vegetable production, just over 22,800 acres

planted to berries, orchard s (trees and vineyard s) were 64,300 acres , and o ther
types of crops, such as cut flowers & nursery crops, as well as grain  and hay

crop s, accounted for about 56,100 acres.

4 2012 Census of Agriculture. California, State and County Data , Volume 1, Geographic Area
Series, Part 5. United States Department of Agriculture, National Agricultural Statistics Service,
May 2014. County Data. Table 8. Fa rms, Land In Farms, Value of Land and Buildings, and Land
Use: 2012 and 2007, pp. 302ff.
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Agricultural Land:

Monterey & Santa Cruz Counties 2012
Total Farmland = 1,390,902 acres
Source: USDA, 2012 Census of Agriculture. Caifornia. County
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FGURE2 AGRICULTURALLAND: MONTEREY ANDSANTA CRUZCOUNTIES2012

Oft he r e groplamdd, some 312,594 acres were harvested in 2012. A total of
292,732 acr es of farmland int he region were irrigated, about  21%.

Although 201,138 acres of land are used for vegetable production , owing to
successive multi -cropping on some pieces of ground |, the total harvested
vegetable acreage was 279,444 acres in 2012. It is not unusual for a piece of
grou nd to be planted and then harvested invegetables more than once in the
course of a year.

Allbutasmallporton of the regionds vegetable producti c
market. In 2012, the agricultural census reported 15,014 acres of vegetables had

been ha rvested for processing (typically canned or frozen) but 264,419 acres

had been harvested for the fresh market. Hence, in that year, 95% of the

harvested vegetable acreage was destined for the fresh market.

11| Page
Draft April 2018 Farmworker Housing Study and Action Plan for Salinas Valley and
Pajaro Valley



The amount of Salinas-Pajaro regional land used f or vegetable production, as
reported in the quin quennial agricultural census, has changed little from 19 97
when 199,578 acres were reported for that purpose. The 2012 total of 201,138
acres were in vegetable production represent ing justa 1% increase in this
fifteen -year interval .

In contrast, land planted to berries, and land in wine grape vineyards have
increased by significant amounts during the same fifteen -year period. Land in
berry production increased from 15,084 acres in 19 97 to 22,790 in 2012, an
increase of 52%. Land in wine grape vineyards also increased, from 44,309 acres
in 1997 to 57,852 acres in 2012, an increase of 31%.

Unlike some other agricultural regions of the state, the combined amount of

Salinas-Pajaro region ¢ ropland devoted to the production of berry, win e grape
and vegetables hasincreasedinrecentyears .T h e r e ¢pialoacréage of
berries, wine grape sand vegetable production expanded from 258,971 acres in

1997 to 281,780 acres in 2012, a net growth of 2 2,823 acres, or +8%.

However, the Salinas-Paj ar o rcatfawer andl ernamental nursery farm
sector experienced major setbacks in the past decade. From 2007 to 2012, the

annual value of this sectords production

million, a loss of $83.7 million, or 22.5% (inflation -adjusted 2012 $). Nearly all of this
decline occurred among Monterey County cut flower and ornamental plant

growers; in Sana Cruz County, inflation -adjusted sales of these commodities was
nearly the same in both 2007 and 2012.

The Salinas-Pajaro region was just one among many regions of the United States
to experience a sharp falloff of cut flower and ornamental nursery crop

production. During the period 2007 through 2012, inflation -adjusted farm cash
receipts from the marketing of U.S. Nursery, Greenhouse, Floriculture and Sod
Crops fell by 20%. ° Inflation adjusted California -wide farm sales of floral and

nursery crops fell by an even greater proportion, about 35%. 6

5 See 2012 Census of Agriculture. United States , USDA, May 2014. Table 2. Market Value of
Agricultural Products Sold Including dnd200¥,|po9r d b s
Adjustment for inflation relied on the annual value of the GDP implicit price deflator, as

published in Economic Report of the President , Table B-3. Quantity and price indexes for gross

domestic product, and percent changes, 1965 -2016. Janu ary 2017. Appendix B, p. 568
6 See 2012 Census of Agriculture. California , USDA, May 2014. Table 2. Market Value of
Agricul tural Products Sold Including Landl ordos
Footnote above for procedure for the adjustment for inflation.
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There were two factors which accoun ted for this decline. First,several types of
cut flowers imported from Latin America have largely displaced much of U.S.

production. Imports of these products account for 79% of the U.S. supply. 7 Some
types of imported cut flower products, such as roses a nd carnations, have
achieved a domestic market share of 90% or more.

Second, the Great Recession confronted many consumers with difficult

purchasing choices. The millions of families who experienced loss of employment
with in the hous ehold, or lost the fam ily home , or lost both, cut back discretionary
purchases, which meant fewer purchases of ornamentals. This industry sector

has yet to fully recover. The large negative impact of the Great Recession on
consumer demand for cut flowers and ornamental plants | ed to an abrupt and
sharp decline in reported sales by florists following the onset of the Great

Recession in 2008. U.S. florist retail sales fell from $6.8 billion in 2007 to $4.7 billion

in 2012 (inflation -adjusted 2012 $), an especially sharp 31% declin  e.8

Farms and farmers in the Salinas -Pajaro Valleys

According to the most recent agricultural census, there were 1,846 farms
producing agriculture commodities valued at $1,000 or more and intended for

sale, within Monterey and Santa Cruz Counties .9 The num ber of farms has varied
modestly during the three most recent agricultural censuses, from a high of 1,970
in 2002, down by just 124 farms ( -6%) in 2012.

The preponderance of pasture and range in the region is reflected in the finding

that aboutone -thirdof the regionds farms, or 654 out
vast pastureland for the production of livestock or other types of animals, or

animal products.

Farms a re classified according to their principal type of agricultural production.

Figure 2 presents the classification of Salinas-Pajaro farms according to their
principal type of agriculture production (value) during 2012 . In this region, the
number of livestock and other animal production farms 0 626 d is larger than the
number in any other farm c lassificati ons, accounting for 34% of all farms.

7 Industry Fact Sheet. California Cut Flower Commission. See CCFC.org 2016.

8 See U.S. Census Bureau, Economic Census, Florists, 2007 and 2012.

92012 Census of Agriculture. California. State and County Data . Volume 1, Geographic  Area
Series, Part 5; United States Department of Agriculture, National Agricultural Statistics Service,

May 2014, 550 pp + Appendices.

13| Page
Draft April 2018 Farmworker Housing Study and Action Plan for Salinas Valley and
Pajaro Valley



Among crop producers, by a very large margin, fruit growers, mainly strawberry
farms, outhnumber ed those in each of the other categories, with 620 farms.
Vegetable farms and greenhouse or nursery farms accoun ted for nearly equal
numbers, 237 and 238, respectively. There  we re just 125 farms whose principal
agricultural product is grain, hay or other field crops.

Number of farms, Monterey & Santa Cruz Counties, by
Type of farm, 2012

Total number of farms = 1,846
Source: USDA, 2012 Census of Agriculture. California. County Data
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RGURE3 NUMBER OF FARMSMONTEREY ANCSANTA CRUZC OUNTIES BYIYPE

While the total number of farms in the Salinas  -Pajaro region has changed little in
the past several decades, there have been some significant changes of the

number of farms within specific categories. This is illustrated in Figure 3 in which

the numbers of farm s of each principal type are compared for the twenty -year
period, 1992 -2012.
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Number of Farms, by Principal Type, Monterey and

Santa Cruz Counties, 1992 & 2012
Source: USDA, 1992 & 2012 Census of Agriculture. California. County
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For the three leading types of crop farms combined & Vegetable and Melon
Crops, Fruit and Nut Crops, and Greenhouse, Nursery and Floriculture Crops o}
there w as a decrease of the number of farms in the region in 2012 as compared
with twenty years earlier: 223 fewer farms. For Grain, Hay and Other Field Cro p
farms, there was a netincrease of 39 farms, and for Livestock and Other Animal
Production, there was a net increase of 12 farms. The overall number of farms in
the region declined somewhat in this period, by about 8%.

Size concentration of harvested  cropland increased between 1992
and 2012

The reported increase of cropland harvested in the region by 34,115 acres
between 1992 and 2012 , combined with the decline of the number of farms
during that period indicates  size concentration among crop farms has
increased. This hypothesis was put to a test.  Agricultural census data report the
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amount of cropland harvested by those farms with 1,000 acres or more  of
cropland harvested gai ned a sharply increased share of

Figure 4 presents the finding sof the total amount of cropland acres harvested
by each of f ive size groups of farms according to their amount of cropland
harvested during 1992 and 2016. The figure indicates the amount cropland
harvested for Monterey and Santa Cruz Counties  combined , rather than
separately for each county.

For those farms which had 1,000 acres o r more of harvested cropland in each of
those two specific years, the combined total of acre = age harvested increased
substantially during the twenty -year period , from a total of 158,091 acres in 1992
to 227,932 acres in 2012, a n increase of 69,841 acres, or +44%.In every one of
the four smaller size categor ies, the cropland acre sharvested in 2012 was
smaller than in 1992. Moreover, the number of farms with 1,000 acres or more of
harvested cropland in 2012 was larger than the corresponding number in 1992,

74 vs. 65.

Harvested Crop Acres by Amount Harvested

Monterey & Santa Cruz County Farms, 1992 -2012
Source: USDA, 1992 & 2012 Census of Agriculture. California. County
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It is significan tto compar e the total crop acres harvested inth  ose specific years.
In 1992, the total cropland harvested was 278,479 acres , While in 2012 the total
was 312,594 acres, an increase of 34,115 acres, or 12%.

Thus, the net increase of harvested cropland among farms with at least 1,000

acres harvested 069,841 acres d was more than twice as great as the net
increase of cropland acres harvested for  all farms 6 34,115 acres . Therefore, the
largest farms not only captured all of the net increase of harvested cropland

acreage among all farms, they also captured a combined 35,726 harvested
cropland acres formerly harvested by farms in all four of the smaller size groups.

The amount of harvested cropland acres lost by farms in all four of the smaller

size groups 8 35,726 acres A represent ed nearly 30% of the total h arvested
acreage of those four size groups 8 120,380 acres & during 1992. Of course, itis
possible, even likely, tha t one or more specific farm sformerly in a smaller size
group during 1992 may have expanded substantially in later years and may

have been in the largest size group in 2012 , as suggested by the increase of the
number of the largest farms to 75 from a figure of 65 during 1992.

While the agricultural census does not identify which types of farms experienced
thisincrease of size concentration = among Salinas -Pajaro Valleys farms, the
census separately report ed there were 65 vegetable farms with 1,000 or more
harvested acres in 2012 . Hence, most of the 74 farms with 1,000 or more acres of
harvested cropland in 2012 were producing vegetables

Incr eased harvested acreage  of vegetables, berries and some
orchard crops

During the 20 -year interval from 1992 through 2012, three major types of crops
were reported to have had substantial increases of harvested acreage. During
the same period, there were  also notable changes in the number of farms
reporting harvested acreage among these same crops.

Among all types of vegetables, between 1992 and 2012, the harvested acreage
increased from 245,560 acres to 279,444 acres. But the number of farms

reporting har vested vegetables declined, from 371 to 310. These changes were
consistent with the discussion in the previous section in which a notable increase

of concentration of production by size of harvested acreage was reported.
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The Salinas-Pajaro Valleys are nota ble for the production of strawberries, wine
grapes, raspberries and apples . There we re three orchard crops in the region

with reported harvested crop acreage of 1,000 acres or more during 1992 or
2012. In addition to the two mentioned herein, lemons achie ved this category in
2012, the other two ha ving done so in both years .

Table 1 presents the agricultural census findings of the numbers of farms in this
region that reported production of each of selected berry and orch  ard crops
during 1992 and 2012, as we |l as the 20 -year change.

TABLEL1 FARMS REPORTINGHARVESTEMBERRYC ROP ACREAGE AND ORCHARDPLANTINGS

Selected Berry and Orchard Crops, 1992 and 2012
Monterey & Santa Cruz Counties
Source: 1992 & 2012 Census of Agriculture.  California. County Data

Crop Farms, Farms, Change, Change,
1992 2012 1992-2012 percent
Raspberries 103 80 -23 -22%
Strawberries 208 150 -58 -28%
Apples 299 168 -131 -44%
Lemons 13 49 +36 +277%
Wine grapes 154 313 +159 +103%

While the number of farm s producing each of raspberries, strawberries and

apples fell by more than 20% during the 20  -year interval, the number producing
lemons or wine grapes more than double d. Discussion of these findings requires
examination of the  change of harvested cropland a creage of each crop

during the same period.

For wine grapes, between 1992 and 2012, the reported planted crop acreage

expanded substantially, from 33,584 acres to 57,852 acres. This acreage is a

small portion, about 10%, of the statewide plantings. 10 Moreov er, statewide

acreage increased substantially during this 20  -year period. The substantial

increaseof t he number of the regionds farms reportd.i

10 The Wine Institute reports 2012 Total Wine Grape acreage was estimated to be 588,000 acres.
https://www.wineinstitute.org/resources/statistics/article88
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reflects a great increase of the number of small producers, including boutique
wineries, as well as the expansion of acreage by some of the larger producers.

The history oldmortphoductioneiggsontewh@tsimilar. From 1992 to

2012, the planted crop acreage of lemons increased from 872 acres to 2,044

acres. Themajority of t he stateds | emon production is |
Coastal portion of the state , mainly in Ventura County . Nevertheless, increased

consumption of lemons, and favorable local growing conditions, presented an

opportunity for farmers in the Monter ey and Santa Cruz Count iesto begin

producing this crop . Correspondingly, the number of farmers growing lemons in

this region increased.

The reported h arvested crop acreage for raspberries, strawberries and apples in
the Monterey -Pajaro region is compar ed for 1992 and 2012 in Figure 6 . A
nota ble contrast is the sharp increase in the harvested acreage of both berry
crops and the substanti al decline of the planted acreage of apple crops.

Acreage, Monterey & Santa Cruz Counties

Berry and Apple Crops, 1992 & 2012
Source: USDA, 1992 & 2012 Census of Agriculture. California.
County Data
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The sharply reduced number of berry farms  in the Salinas -Pajaro Valleys region
while production acreage expanded greatly is associated with increased size
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concentration. As it happens, the dominant region for California berry
production is the Salinas -Pajaro Valleys , with two -thirds of harvested raspberries
and nearly half of harvested strawberries. While statewide production of both
crops increased substantially during the 1992  -2012 period, prices and yields
varied substantially from year -to-year as well as within the yearly seasons.
Moreover, both berry crop industries are highly competitive and the costs of
production are extremely high

As a consequence of these factors, annual profit margins are likely to be qui te
variable, even negative for many producers in some years. Some new berry
farmers likely face d economic losses forcing them to leave the business. Also,
economies of scale may provide a modest competitive advantage for some

larger producers enabling them to remain in business from year -to-year, but may
present some smaller producers , or new farmers, with difficult challenges. In

these conditions, it would be expected that, on average, some smaller

producers would be more likely to end production, and some larger producers
may be able to expand, either through acquiring abandoned land or accessing
expiring cropland leases.

The apple industry in the Salinas -Pajaro region had the opposite experience:
sharply reduced acreage  from 4,941 in 1992 to 2,679 in 2012, nearly all located
in Santa Cruz County. During 1992, most farm income from apple production in
the Salinas -Pajaro region was from apple juice, not from the fresh market. In
subsequent years, substantially increased production from the state of

Washingto n, including processed apple products and juice, led to a weakened
market in California. S tatewide apple production also plunged from 32,654
acres harvested in 1992 to 12,509 in 2012 .11 Many apple producers faced
declining markets and falling prices , which led some growers to pull trees and
plant other crops. Thus, the decline of the number of apple growers from 209 in
1992 to 168 in 2012 can be patrtially attributed to adverse market conditions.

Recenttrends inthe Salinas -Paj ar o Regionds farm prod

In the preceding sections of the present report, the discussion has relied mostly
on the Census of Agriculture , which is conducted every fifth year. 12 An
important aspect of these findings is that data iscollected directly from farm
operators enabling enumeration of farms, land use,  costs of production

LFrom 1992 to 2012, Californiabds harvested apple acreat
See the annual summary report of country agric ultural commissioners.
12 At present, the Census of Agriculture is conducted for years ending in 2 or 7.
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(separately for labor and other types of essential inputs) and other aspects of
farm activity at every level of geography. No other source of information about
U.S. agriculture enumerates farms .

But relia nce on the Census of Agricultur e is inadequate for understand ing
current production trends because short-term events between census years are
missed. The census methodology is analogous to reading every fifth chapter of a
novel and then preparing a review of the whole novel , having missed crucial
parts of the story . Such a reviewer would be ill -prepared to discuss nuances of
the plot.

Crop production variables , including acreage, yield and price, are subject to
uncontrollable external conditions in California : drought s, freezes, flooding,
windstorms and excessive heat , as well as labor shortages and market

conditions . Both the physical quantity harvested and wholesale prices var y
substantially from year to year . Therefore, itis useful to constru ct a methodology
that relies on multi -year averages of output and value.

Production is most often measured by the value of sales of agricultural products
by farms. In what follows, average s of three successive years of production are
calculated to taking account of possible short-term events .

For the three -year period 2014 -16, the total value of farm production in the
Salinas-Pajaro Valleys was $5.2 billion (adjusted 2016 $). Figure 7 indicates the
contribution of each principal agricultural sector in the region to the total.

Value of Farm Production

(adjusted 2016 $)
2014-16 Average, Salinas -Pajaro Valleys
Sources: Monterey & Santa Cruz Counties, Agricultural
Commissioners, Crop Reports

Floriculture & Other
Nursery, agriculture ,
$417,220,632 “ $108,012,518

Fruit,
$1,526,299,316

Vegetables
$3,169,852,022

FHGURE7 VALUE OFFARM PRODUCTION
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The single largest sector was vegetable crop production, accounting for three -
fifths of the total (61.5%) with $3.2 billion. Next largest was fruit production, nearly
entire ly berries and wine grapes, with over one  -fourth of the total (29.3%) at $1.5
billion. Floriculture and nursery production had a one -twelfth share (8.0%) with
$417 million. All other agricultural production, which included grain and hay

crops, livestock an d other animal production, apiary and timber, accounted for

a combined total of $108 million  (2%).

Not included in these figures is the value of cannabis production because th e
crop is not recognized by Federal authorities as an agricultural commodity. Thi S
commodity is discussed in a later section of the present report.

Comparison of successive three -year averages provides a basis for assessing
trends. Figure 8 compares the three -year average value of  farm production for
2004-06 with that for 2014 -16, separately for Monterey and Santa Cruz Counties,
adjusted for inflation to 2016 U.S. dollars, and expressed in terms of percent
change.

Percent increase of value of farm production
(adjusted 2016 $), 3 -year averges, 2004 -06 vs. 2014-16

Sources: Monterey & Santa Cruz Counties, Agricultural
Commissioners, Crop Reports
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During the most recentten -year interva | (2005-2015), measured by the two

three -year averages (2004 -06 and 2014 -16), despite a five -year drought, reports

of labor shortages, increased regulatory costs, and the devastating Great

Recession, the reported value of the  entre r egi onds f acropsardal es

livestock, when adjusted for inflation, increased by 14% to $5.2 billion. 13

However, not all sectors of the regionds
discussed above. Figure 9 presents the analogous findings of percent changes

of production value between the three  -year averages of 2004 -06 and 201 -16 for
the principal crop sectors of the region: Vegetables, Fruit, and Floriculture &

Nursery.

Percent change of production (adjusted 2016 $)
Salinas & Pajaro Valleys, 2004 -06 to 2014 -16

Sources: Monterey & Santa Cruz Counties, Agricultural
Commissioners, Crop Reports
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13 For the interval 2004 -06 to 2014 -16, the combined value of Monterey and Santa Cruz Counties
farm output increased from $4.6 billion to $5.2 billion (2 016 $). Source: Annual Crop and Livestock
Report s of the Monterey and Santa Cruz Counties Agricultural Commissi oners.
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While the percent change of the inflation -adjusted ten-year period (2005-2015)
regional production of Ve getable sgrew by 12.5% and the corresponding

increase of Fruit production was 37.3%, the Floriculture & Nursery crop industry
experienced a decline of 11.1%.  Some of t he factors associated with the  se
changes in output were discussed in previous sections of this report.

There were substantial differences between the two counties in the relative

values of the principal sectors of agricultural production . Figure 10 presents the
3-year averages for 2014 -16, adjusted for inflations in 2016 $, of the principal
sectors of agricultural production in each count y.

Clearly, the dominant contribution to farm production during this period was the

Sal i nas Val |l ey 0 sr. Theengxelargest seetorswaast bhe Sal i nas
fruit production, mainly berries and wine grapes. Ranking third was the Pajaro

Val l eyds fruit product i on Berrywaoduationy aloner r i e s
accountedfortwo -t hi rds of Sant agricltutalzorodictionnnt2916 s .

Both the Floriculture and Nursery product sector and the Other Agriculture
sector, which together totaled about 10% of all production in the region, were
relatively small contributors to the agricultural economy of the regi on.

Value of Farm Production, 2014 -16 Average

Monterey and Santa Cruz Counties
Sources: Monterey & Santa Cruz Counties, Agricultural Commissioners, Crop

Reports
$3,500,000,000

$3,000,000,000
$2,500,000,000
$2,000,000,000
$1,500,000,000
$1,000,000,000
$500,000,000 I
$0 — . - | -

Ajusted 2016 $

Vegetables Fruit Floriculture & Other agriculture
Nursery
® Monterey County ® Santa Cruz County

FGURE10 MONTEREY ANDSANTA CRUZCOUNTIES VALUE OFFARM PRODUCTION

24| Page
Draft April 2018 Farmworker Housing Study and Action Plan for Salinas Valley and
Pajaro Valley

and



Recent trends in the production of major individual crops

The substantial growth of the value of vegetable crop production in the region is
notable, but there have also been diverging trends for specific types of some
crops . These trends are most apparent for head lettuce and Romaine lettuce ,
and for bulk head and bulk leaf lettuce

Head lettuce production in the region decli ned substantially as measure by 3 -
year average harvested acreage from 2004 -06 to 2014 -16. At the same time
Romaine lettuce production expanded . This is indicated in Figure 11 in which the
average harvested acres of head lettuce and Romaine lettuce are comp  ared
using 3-year averages for both periods.

Harvested Acreage, Lettuce, Salinas -Pajaro Valleys
3-year Averages, 2004 -06 & 2014-16

Sources: Monterey & Santa Cruz Counties, Agricultral Commissioners, Crop
Reports
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The sharp decline in  harvested acreage of head lettuce and other leaf lettuce
contrasts with the increase d harvested acreage  of Romaine. Moreover, not
shown in the figure, was a decline of the total harvested acreage of all types of
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lettuce varieties from 170,982 acres during 2004  -06 to 111,449 acres during 2014 -
16, a falloff of 35% in just a decade.

Romaine prices were consist ently higher than head lettuce prices during this

period. A highly prized lettuce product intoday s whol es alare Haasr k et s
of Romaine which reportedly sold F.O.B. from Salinas -Watsonville during the

week starting October 30, 2017, for about $20 for 12 3-count packages weighing

22 oz. each. 14 By contrast, cartons of 24s filmed -wrapped iceberg lettuce sold

F.O.B. through the same wholesale market for about $10.90.15 At these prices,
the wholesale price for one head of iceberg lettuce weighing 1.7 Ib . was about
$0.45 while 1.4 Ib. of Romaine hearts sold for $1.67.

Retail prices vary considerably. On November 27, 2017, at HEB, a major
supermarket chain in Texas , offer ed an organic 3 -count package of Hearts of
Romaine for $3.58, weighing 1.39 Ib., while also  offering one head of iceberg

lettuce weighing 1.82 Ib. for $1.48 each. 16

What is interesting about this trend is the value of lettuce production during this
period, measured in inflation  -adjusted 2016 $, actually increased, from $1.148
billion for the 3 -year average of 2004 -06 to $1.437 billion for the 3 -year average
of 2014-16. Thus, there was a 25% growth in lettuce revenues (inflation adjusted
2016 $) while harvested acreage was reduced by 35%. The most recent mix of

the types of lettuce being produced r esulted in greater total revenue for
producers, even though the overall acreage had been significantly reduced.

Fndings for non -lettuce vegetable production in the region during this same
period contrasts with the results for lettuce discussed above . The harvested
acreage of all other vegetables combined, excluding all types of lettuce,

expanded, from a 3 -year average of 154,399 acres during 2004 -06 to a 3 -year
average of 184,156 acres during 2014 -16, but the total value of those crops,
adjusted to 2016 $, increased only very slightly, from a 3 -year average of about

“See USDA Mar ket News, October 30, 2counhtpackagesi ch report e:q
mostly $19.45 -$20. 6 56 .

15 See USDA Market News, Octo ber 30, 2017, which repor-nedmosifCartons o
$1025-$11. 5660 .

16 https://www.heb.com/category/shop/food -and -drinks/fruit -and -

vegetables/vegetables/lettuce/3044/3359
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$1.671 billion during 2004 -06 to a 3 -year average of about $1.732 billion, or about
3.7%.

The production of berries and wine grapes differs substantially from what was

found among the principal vegetables grown in the Salinas -Pajaro Valleys. As
previously discussed, the harvested acreage of each of raspberries and

strawberries, and the planted  acreage of wine grapes , substantially increased
during the 20-year interval from 1992 to 2012, as report ed in the Census of
Agriculture. But the census only provides a snapshot of acreage and the

number of farms in five -year intervals. The determination of trends  of production
requires year -by -year findings.

The changes in 3 -year average of annual berry and wine grape output |,

measured in tons, for the period 2004 -06 to 2014-16 are indicted in Figure 12

Berry and Wine Grape Farm Production, tons
Salinas-Pajaro Valleys, 3 -year averages,
2004-06 to 2014-16

200000 Sources: Monterey & Santa Cruz Counties, Agricultural Commissionrs,
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While berry output increased by 39%, the total value of berry prod uction
increased from a 3 -year average of $850 million during 2004 -06 to a 3 -year
average of $1,189 million, an increase of 39.8%, nearly identical to the growth in
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total production volume (tons). This suggests that increases of supply have
followed very c losely to increases in demand during this period.

For wine grape farm production, total annual output in successive 3 -year
intervals fell by 21% between 2004 -06 and 2014 -16. However, the total annual
value of wine grape production declined during the same p eriod, from $264
million in 2004 -06 to $231 million, or about -12% during 201 4-16. This decline in
value suggests wine grape prod uction volume decreases were less than what
may have been required to meet changes in consumer demand. But adjusting
wine grape production volume is much more complicated than increasing or
reducing production ofa  n annual fresh crop. Consumer preferences for
differing types of wines are notoriously fickle, switching abruptly from dry white
wines some years ago to favoring intense red wines. Some red varieties require
much smaller berries, with less liquid, to obtain the intense flavor preferred by

many consumers.

Organic production

The Salinas-Pajaro Valleys are t h e n a majoo cerites of organic crop and
|l ivestock production, with the value increasi
value of farm cash receipts from the sale of agricultural commodities in 2007, to

9.82% of the total in 2016.17 The 2016 total value of organi ¢ production in the
region was $480,770,000.

The major innovator of mass -market organic fresh produce in California was
Natural Selection Foods, underthe brand name Earthbound  Farm Organic .
Headquartered in San Juan Bautista in neighboring San Benito Coun  ty, the
company was a relatively minor participant in the fresh produce industry until, in
1999, two major Salinas Valley grower -packer -shippers partnered with the
company for the purpose of  develop ing large -scale organic production. Each
outside firm acqu ired a one -third interest in the venture, while the original
owners retained the remaining one  -third interest.

Ultimately, the new venture proved to be a breakthrough success, competing
successfully with the established major brands of conventionally grown  produce .
Ten years later, the Salinas partners sold down their interests, and, ultimately, in

”The 2016 county agricultural commi ssionersd crop and |
$365,190,000 for Monterey County and $115,582,000 for Santa Cruz County. However, the 2007
crop and livestock report  for Santa Cruz County did not indicate a value of production, while for
Monterey County the value was $226,843,000. At the same time the
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2015, Earthbound Farm was sold to WhiteWave,
Lakes, Horizon Milk and Silk. Reportedly, Earthbound Far mds

increased from $10 million to over $500 mil/l
producer of organic produce

~

Cannabis: thecropthat | s n ot

Cannabis is currently produced in the Salinas -Pajaro Valleys, in greenhouses and
on other farm property, but is not official ly recognized as a crop by Federal
authorities. Some abandoned greenhouses in the region, closed when the cut
flower and nursery products sector experienced a substantial downturn in

business, discussed previously in this report, have been repurposed for can nabis
production. For many decades, production was prevalent in some regions of
California, although unlawful. Production for treatment of some medical
conditions, suitably approved by appropriate authorities, has been permitted

under California law for  several years, but, starting January 2018, production for
specified types of recreational is now be allowed under California law.

Lacking recognition by Federal authorities, the cannabis industry has not been
required to report production information, including employment or sales data,
let alone the extensive details about operations included in the agricultural

census for crops which are recognized . As a result, only anecdotal information
or reports based on fragmentary data on medical use we re public ly available.

Starting in 2018, producers for recreational purposes were required to be
licensed under California law. Regulations governing production include the
right of county authorities to tax producers , Which will provide some basic
information abou t the cannabis industry & production

An estimate of producer sales of cannabis in the Central Coast region of
California, which includes all of Monterey and Santa Cruz Counties, suggested a

figure of $1.5 billion. 18 It is also estimated that statewide farm sales of cannabis
are approximately $22 billion. 19

18 Conference on Compliance, Farm Labor, Immigration, ALRB, and Cannabis, UC Davis & ALRB,
April 14, 2017.
19 |bid.
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Multi -county operations of Salinas -Pajaro farm operators

It has been well -known for many years that some farm operators based in the

Salinas-Pajaro region have also been active in other areas of the state. 20 Some
not only farm in nearby counties, but also farm in distant counties . Lettuce
shipments from the western states  originate from Yuma, Arizona, and Imperial or
Riverside Counties during the winter months of the year, then from the southern
coast and the western portion of the central San Joaquin Valley in the early
weeks of spring , and ultimately the Salinas-Pajaro Valleys and other coastal
regions by mid -Spring, and then throughout the summer and early fall . By late
fall and early winter, lettuc e shipping points follow the reverse order .

Someof t he mgmewer-packérs-shippers follow this geographic trajectory.
For example, Tanimura & Antle Inc., based in Salinas, reports branches in Huron

and Oxnard. 21 Dole Fresh Vegetables, Inc., based in Mo  nterey, reports branches
in Yuma, AZ, Holtville, Huron, Marina and Oxnard, CA . Nine additional firms
reported headquarters in the Salinas Valley and branches in Yuma, AZ.

Operations of Salinas -Pajaro farm slocated in other regions of California were

matche d from 2016 pesticide permit records. 22 Table 2 summarize s findings of
Salinas-Pajaro farms active in other counties.

TABLE2 SUMMARY OF NUMBER OAMULT+COUNTY FARMS SALINAS PAJARO REGION 2016
Source: County Restricted Materials and Operator ID Permits, 2016

County Number of Salinas -Pajaro
farms

Fresno 1
Imperial 1
San Benito 20
San Luis Obispo 3
San Mateo 1
Santa Barbara 3

20 See Don Villarejo, Getting Bigger. Large -scale farming in California and 1978 Directory of
Californiaf6s 200 L arQGaldosnianstitute fior Rral Studeed, loa., March 1980, 104
pp. Mimeograph.
21 Red Book, Red Book Credit Services, Fall 20 12 Edition, p. 74.
22 Permit numbers in various county records were matched for Calendar Year 2016.
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Ventura 3
Farms in both Monterey and Santa Cruz 40

Farms based in other counties ; farming in Salinas-Pajaro 16

As indicated in Table 2,t here is compelling evidence of widespread multi -
county operations in California by farm operators active in the Salinas -Pajaro
region. First, there were forty Salinas-Pajaro based farms with operations in bo th
Monterey and Santa Cruz  counties. Of significance as well , there were twenty
farms based in the Salinas-Pajaro with operations in San Benito County . Not
shown in Table 2 was the finding of two farms based in San Benito County with
farms in either Monter ey or Santa Cruz County. Finally, there were eight San Luis
Obispo County based farms with operations in Monterey County, four farms

based in Santa Clara County with operations in Monterey County, and one

each based in Kern or San Mateo County with operati ons in Monterey County.

As noted previously, a number of grower  -packer -shippers based in the Salinas -
Pajaro region are also active in Arizona, and other states as well. Itis beyond the
scope of the present report to examine the full extent of multi -state or
international operations of Salinas-Pajaro farms .

Agricultural Employment in the Salinas -Pajaro Valleys

Determining the size of the farm labor workforce in the Salinas -Pajaro Valleys is

challenging. As fully described in subsequent sections of the present report,

there is no accurate, published count of the number of persons who directly

perform production tasks on the regionds farm
some workers are employed year -round, many obtain seasonal or temporary

jobs.

Defining t he farmworker population

Whileitmay seemself -evi dent as to who is a ofar mworker
the types of businesses directly engaged in producing food or fiber itself presents

a substantial challenge. For example, some farm properties have t imber, which

is harvested and periodically replanted. Similarly, other U.S.farms have catfish

ponds, from which commercial quantities are captured, slaughtered and sold.

There are three ma in categories of persons who per form production tasks on
farms:
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1. Self-employed workers such as farmers and ranchers;

2. Hired workers, whether directly employed by farm businesses, or
employed by businesses which provide support services on farms;

3. Unpaid family workers, most often family members of self -employed
farmworker s or, much less often, families of hired farmworker s.

Then, too, there are many persons, whether paid or unpaid, who grow flowers,

crops or raise animals on their home property and who sell to friends, neighbors,

or, possibly, to the public at a roadside table or stand. By definition , a farmis a

place that sells, or intends to sell, just $1,000 of agricultural products in a year. If

such persons have achildor paygsa nei ghbor 6s <c hatdrohdstd® hel p o
stand , is that child a farmworker?

There are a number of Federal programs which were created to provide

services to farmworkers: Migrant health, Migrant education, Migrant Head Sart,
Migrant legal services, job training, rural housing, and community health service
clinics. The program model, adopted during the 1960s, posited providing grants

to eligible, private, non -profit corporations which had the necessary cultural and
language skills need ed to serve a rural workforce which differ sin demographic
profile from some of the communit ies in the regions where farmworkers live. A
summary description of these Federal programs as of 2001 and their

corresponding criteria for eligibility to obtain services is presented in the

following chart.

TABLE3 COMPARISON OF MIGRANT AND SEASONAL DEFINITIONS FORSERVICEELIGIBILITY
Source: Larson Associate Services, 2001

Category Migrant Migrant HEP and Migrant WIA 167 Migrant
Head Start Education CAMP Health [JTPA 402] Legal
Services
Industries covered
crop yes yes yes yes yes yes
dairy no yes yes no yes no
poultry no yes yes no yes no
livestock no yes yes no yes no
processing yes yes yes yes no yes
fisheries no yes yes no no no
forestry no yes yes yes no yes
serve seasonal yes no yes yes yes no
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moved to change change establish not return only
S seek farm residence one residence | temporar home on a serve
migration s . . ;
L work school district over y abode daily basis migrants
definition .
to another night
< poverty 1% no no no sliding < poverty
from farm fee scale or 70% of
. work 5 lower living
income
. standard;
requirement
no year -
round
salary
24 months 36 months 24 24 12 of last 24
eligibility period months months months
birth -5 yrs 22 yrs or 16 yrs or none employme none
younger older nt-related =
age 14 or older
serve workers yes yes yes yes no no
unauthorized for
U.S. employment
At the inception of each such Federal program it was necessary to define the
farmworker community members who would be eligible to obtain the services
onofferr. Each Feder al programbés grant funding cri

provide an estimated co  unt of the population served, a primary determinant of
the amount of funds that would be made available. In view of the disparities of
the necessary qualifications for obtaining services, each grantee developed its
own methodology for estimating the size o f the eligible population.

Anal ysis of these conflicting definitions of
developing estimates of the eligible population to be served from available

official data sources has attracted the attention of agencies as well as so me

scholars of farm labor markets. The farm labor economist, Prof. Philip Martin,

wrote an extensive analysis of this problem under the title Harvest of Confusion

an apt description [Martin, 1988].

In recent years, especially following  the 2002 reform to redefine each and every

type of business in official government statistics throughout North America, 23
there ha ve been initiatives to adopt a uniform definition and to link the definition

to this modernized standard of business classification. The basis for adopting this
standard is the definition in the Migrant and Seasonal Agricultural Worker

Protection Act (MSAWPA, 1983), as follows, suitably modified in practice, to

23 The North American Industry Classification System (NAICS) is now the standard basis for
classification of businesses in all official government statistics.
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include specific reference to the official classifications used to determine
employment i nformation in each sector of agriculture, namely NAICS:

An agricultural worker is someone who performs agricultural labor on a farm
(data for ofarmdé and oagricultural |l aboré are

Classification System (NAICS)).

NAICS definitions embrace production of crops (including forest products),

livestock (including aquaculture) and support services for both types of
production (including preparing fresh products for market, such as salad plant
labor).

The Federal Migrant H ealth program has modestly added various components
of employment in the livestock and related products sectors, as defined above,
to the criteria currently being used to determine eligibility for services provided
by grantees. Itis likely that other prog  rams will similarly modify their eligibility
criterion.

Hired farm labor reported by the Census of Agriculture

The quinquennial Census of Agriculture includes several data items pertaining to

farm empl oyment, including a couamlabdrescri bed
workers. 6 The tot al n inedche countyfis cdiculateeldy wor ker s
simple addition of the reported number of persons on the payroll for each of the

countyods farm operators who separately fill o

There can be some duplica tion in the number of workers by the Census of
Agriculture. A n individual worker who is temporarily employed by a farm

operator may, after concluding work on that farm, find a temporary job on

another farm. Thus, that worker will be enumerated by both farm operators,
having appeared on the payroll of each. For this reason, the census report must

be regarded as an enumeration of the number of jobs, not a count of individual
workers, and we so indicate this fact in Table 3 in which the 2012 census findings
are reported.

Farm operators filled nearly 33,000 jobs during 2012 in Monterey County, and
nearly 17,000 in Santa Cruz County. For the region, farm operators filled nearly
50,000 jobs. Census data include paid family members. Also, some of these jobs,
such a s secretaries and bookkeepers, were not production jobs.
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TABLE4 MONTEREY ANCSANTA CRUZC OUNTIES NUMBER OF HIREBARMWORKER (JOBS) 2012
Source: 2012 Census of Agriculture. State and County Data, United States Department

of Agric ulture. National Agricultural Statistics Service. May 2014. Cf. Table 7. Hired Farm
Labor 6 Workers an d Payroll: 2012. Pp. 297 & 300.

County Number of hired farmworker s (jobs)
Monterey County 32,872
Santa Cruz County 16,705
Total hired farmworker s (jobs) 49,577

An additional limitation of the census reports of the number of workers (jobs) is

that persons employed by non  -farmers but who are contracted to provide on -

farm services, are not enumerated. Census reports of oOthe numbe
farmworker s6 r ef ers exclusively to persons who wer
operators, hereinafter described as direct -hire workers .

Agricultural employment in the Salinas  -Pajaro Valleys reported by BLS

Californiads Employment Devel opmetewwide@ndp ar t men
regional employment in agriculture. 24 One of the regional repo rts is for the eight -

county Central Coast region. But only two of the eight counties pertain to the

region of interest in the present report. EDD does not disaggregate data at the

coun ty level, precluding estimates for the Salinas  -Pajaro Valley region.

24 http://www.labormarketinfo.edd.ca.gov/data/ca -agriculture.html
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Annual Average of Monthy Employment

Monterey & Santa Cruz Counties, 2005 -16
Source: BLS, QCEW Files

70,000

60,000

50,000
40,000
30,000
20,000
10,000

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

Employment

o

FGURE13 ANNUAL AVERAGE OFMONTHLYAGRICULTUREMPLOYMENTM ONTEREY ANDSANTA
CRUzCOUNTIESR2005-16

The Bureau of Labor Statistics of the U.S. Department of  Labor provides monthly,
guarterly and annual employment reports for every type of industry at the state
and county level, which include businesses mandated by the laws of each state

to provide unemployment insurance for their employees. 25 The Quarterly Cens us
of Employment and Wages (QCEW) compiles quarterly reports by employers

when pay ing employment taxes. Figure 13  presents the Annual Average of
Monthly Employment for the Salinas -Pajaro region for each year 2005 -2016.
Annual average employment has increa sed recently. Comparing the 3  -year
averages of annual employment during 2005-07 and 2014 -16, to take account

of variations in production and of prices, the increase of employment was +24%.

The variation of the monthly average agricultural employment for th e three -year
period 2014 -16 is presented in F igure 14, which also distinguishes between direct -

25 California requires unemployment insurance coverage for every employee paid at least $100
in a calendar quarter. Many other states set the minimum earnings criterion for coverage in
agricu lture at a higher level.
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hire employment by farm operators and agricultural services employment. The
latter includes contract labor, the largest portion, and other contracted services.

Agricultural employment, the sum of direct -hire and contracted services,
exceeded 50,000 during the entire eight  -month period from April through
November, and achieved a total of 81,589 in July. Even during the four months
of lowest employment (January, Mar  ch, April and December), the total never
fell below 35,500. Thus, from the month of the lowest figure to the month of the
highest, agricultural employment more than doubled.

Figure 14 also presents conclusive evidence that contracted agricultural
services employment exceeded direct -hire employment in every one of the
twelve months of the year. During April, this difference was greater than 8,000.

Monthly Employment, Agricultural Workers,
by Type of Employer,
Monterey & Santa Cruz Counties

3-year average (2014 -16),
Source: BLS QCEW Files
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The agricultural census specifically  excludes all aspects of contract labor except

the number of farms reporting this type of expense , and amount of such

expens e, from its reports of farm labor, as well as excluding all agricultural

service businesses . The likely reason for these exclusions is that it may be difficult

or even impossible for farm operators to have direct knowledge about workers

engaged in performi  ng contracted services on their farms . It is also important for
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farm operators téekgep dam ed artheasupesvisionof f r om
contract services labor to avoid the possibility of joint liability for the conditions
of work.

There has been a substantial increase of size concentration of aggregate wages
and numbers of employees among farm operators in the region during the past
several decades. Table 5 compares the number of Monterey farm operator
(firms) and their aggregate, d  irect -hire employment in each of five size
categories for the third calendar quarters of 1990 and 2016.

TABLES SZEDISTRIBUTION OEMPLOYMENT BY HRM SZE 3RD QUARTERMONTEREYC OUNTYFARM
OPERATOR4990&2016
Source: EDD LMID, Special Thanks to Dave Dahlberg

1990 Third Quarter 2016 Third Quarter
Firm Size Number of Employment Number of Employment
Firms Firms
Less than 50 346 3,914 230 2,655
50 to 99 33 2,305 28 1,924
100 to 249 24 3,793 36 5,671
250 to 499 5 1,747 16 5,236
500 or greater 4 4516 9 11,319
Totals 412 16,275 319 26,805
There are several aspects of the findings reported in Table 5 of particular note:
the total number of farms reporting direct -hire employment during the 3

Calendar Quarter decreased from 412 to 319 between 1990 and 2016 while the
total employment increased by two -thirds, from 16,275 to 26,805. Moreover, the
share of total employment among firms with at least 500 employees increased
from 28% to 42% during this period. Similarly, the s hare of total employment
among firms with fewer than 250 employees decreased from 62% to 38% while

the number of firms reporting more than 250 employees increased from nine to
twenty -five.
Also, the number of firms with fewer than 100 employees also decrea sed from

379 to 258. A similar analysis of wages paid (Table 6) finds the share of total

wages paid by firms during the 3 @ Calendar Quarter with 500 or more

employees increased from 29% to 39% between 1990 and 2016. For smaller firms,
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those with less than 100 employees, the share of total wages

37% to just 20%.

decreased from

TABLEG6 SZEDISTRIBUTION OAOTALWAGES, BY FIRM SIZE3RD QUARTERMONTEREYC OUNTY
CROPFARM OPERATOR4990&2016
Source: EDD LMID, Special Thanks to Dave Dahlberg

Firm Size

Less than 50
50 to 99

100 to 249
250 to 499
500 or greater

Totals

Farms reporting ¢ ontract labor expenses in the Salinas

1990 Third Quarter

Number of Firms Wages (nominal

$)

346 $17,685,108
33 $10,112,858
24 $17,227,737

5 $7,640,603
4 $21,938,903
412 $74,605,209

2016 Third Quarter

Number of Firms Wages (nominal

$)

230 $29,900,707
28 $21,305,661
36 $56,937,902
16 $49,930,362

9 $102,972,044

319 $261,046,676

-Pajaro Valleys

Contract labor expenses are reported at the county level by the agricultural

census, as are expenses for direct
operations in the Salinas -Paj ar o
farmers and ranchers r eported direct

Val |

-hire workers. Labor expenses of farm
eys
-hire and contract labor expenses totaling

are substant

over $1 billion for wages, employment taxes and employee benefits. 26

The cost of labor in the region was the largest among all categories of

production expenses, representing 39% of total costs.

27 |n c ontrast, for all of

California agriculture, hired and contract labor expenses were a smaller

26 See Table 3. Farm Production Expense: 2012 and 2007 (County Data), pp. 271ff.,
of Agriculture. California. State and County Data
National Agricultural Statistics Service, May

2012 Census

, United States Department of Agriculture,
2014.For Monterey County, the sum of hired labor

and contract labor expense was $817,531,542, while for Santa Cruz County, the total was

$205,719,289. Thus, the two -county total was $1,023,250,831.

27 |bid.
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proportion of total production expenses, amounting to 26% of total costs. 28 The
di fference reflects the fact that major
are devoted to cotton, alfalfa, grain and other crops with relatively small labor

demand.

During 2012, the total contract labor expense in the Salinas -Pajaro Valleys region

was $365 million. 2° Only Fresno and Kern counties reported a larger expense for
contr act labor in that year.

Farm labor contractors are classified withint  he Agricultural Services for Crop
Production sector (NAICS 1151) that also includes farm management
companies, crop planting and cultivating firms, custom harvesters, and crop
preparatio n for marketing , such as prepar ing fresh produce for marketing. Value
Added produce, such as bagged lettuce, or other salad or fresh vegetable

products, are considered within ~ NAICS 1151. Washing, cutting or chopping are
clearly not a form of processing tha  t alters the fresh character of produc  e.

When adjusted for inflation, 30 the total hired and contract labor expense of the

Salinas-Pajaro Valley region increased by 61% between 1978 and 2012. 31 The
rate of increase of employment costs in the region was greater in that period

than in any other crop region of California, except for the North Coast premium
wine grape region. The large increase in real labor costs in the Salinas -Pajaro
Valleys is, in part, associated with the expansion of specific types of crop

production in the region during this period, such as berries, grapes and fresh
vegetables.

Less apparent, the amount of contract labor expenditure increased more
rapidly in the Salinas -Pajaro region during the last forty years than in any other
region of the state, except for the San Joaquin Valley. In 1978, contract labor

28 See Table 4. Farm Production Expense: 2012 and 2 007 (State Data), p. 12, 2012 Census of

Agriculture. California. State and County Data , Op. cit. .The hired labor expense was 16.6% of
costs, for contract labor it was 9.6%.

29 Op. Cit.

30 Adjustment for inflations is based on the GDP Deflator index published annually in Economic
Repot of the President. Appendix B. Statistical Tables . Cf. Table B -3. Quantity and price index for
gross domestic product, and percent changes, 1965 -2015. This paper used the index value

37.602 for 1978, and 105.214 for 2012.
31 For 1978, see Table 5. Farm Production Expenses: 1978 and 1974, pp. 321 (Monterey) and 401
(Santa Cruz), 1978 Census of Agriculture. California. State and County Data , U.S. Department of
Commerce, Census Bureau, June 1981; for 2012, op. cit.
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expenses were just 11% of the Salinas -Pajaro Valleys total labor costs. By 2012,

the contract labor share had increased mor

The total amount of direct

e than three -fold, to 36%.

-hire and contract labor expenses for Monterey and

Santa Cruz Counties combined , for each of the six principal Types of Farm, are
presented in Table 7. Also presented, by Type of Farm, is the share of th
expense (percent) accounted for by Contract Labor alone.

ese labor

TABLE7 EXPENSESTOTAL LABOR, CONTRACTLABOR, % CONTRACTLABOR BY TYPE OFFARMS,
MILLIONS MONTEREY ANDSANTA CRUZCOUNTIESCOMBINED 2012

4-digit NAICS Classificat ion
Source: Custom

report requested by

Dr .

Ri chard

National Agricultural Statistics Service, from unpublished findings of the 2012 Census of

Agriculture. State and County
Type of farm (NAICS)

Oil seed and grains (1111)
Vegetable and melon (1112)
Fruit and nut (1113)
Greenhouse nursery (1114)
Other crop farms (1119)
Animal (112)

Total

Data, Farm Production Expenses.
Total Labor (M) Contract Labor (M)

$0.1 $0
$407.3 $186.6
$516.9 $175.0
$90.0 $2.7
$1.2 $0.1
$8.3 $0.6
$1,023.2 $364.9

Percent
Contract

0%
46%
34%

3%

6%

7%
36%

There was a large variation in the extent of reliance of contract labor among
the principal types of farms in the region. The proportion of vegetable farm total

labor expense attributed to contractor

labor amounted to 46%. For fruit farms,

the proportion was 34%. For each of the remaining four categories of farms, the

share was 7% or less.
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TABLE8 NUMBER OFFARMS REPORTINGHIRED ORC ONTRACTLABOR EXPENSESM ONTEREY AND

SANTA CRUZCOUNTIES 1978&2012

Source: (1) 1978 Census of Agriculture. State and County Data, Table 5. Selected Farm
Production Expenses (County Data), pp. 321 and 401. (2) 2012 Census of Agriculture.

State and County Data, Table 3 Farm Production Exp

County, Type of labor expense
Monterey, hired labor

Santa Cruz, hired labor
Sub-total, hired labor
Monterey, contract labor
Santa Cruz, contract labor

Sub-total, contract labor

A factor associated with increased

enses (Cou nty Data), pp. 271ff.

Farms, 1978 Farms, 2012
779 634

550 346

1,329 980

278 368

128 196

406 564

total contract labor expense in the Salinas -

Pajaro region during recent years was the sharp increase of the number of
famers who relied on F arm Labor Contractors . As indicated in Table 8, the

number o f t he

regionds

f ar m o p-bire Rloi egpersesr epor ti ng

declined & by about 19% - between 1978 and 2012, but the number reporting

contract labor expenses increased
number of farms reporting contract lab

Agricultural services employment in the Salinas

The Agricultural Services for Crop Production sector in the Salinas

by 39%. In Santa Cruz County alone, the
or expenses increased by 53%.

-Pajaro Valley s

-Pajaro Valleys

has become concentrated by size during the past quarter century.

TABLE9 SZEDISTRIBUTION OEMPLOYMENT BY FIRM SIZE3RP QUARTERMONTEREYC OUNTY,
AGRICULTURAISERVICES FOH-ARM PRODUCTION 1990&2016
Source: EDD LMID, Special Thanks to Dave Dahlberg

1990 Third Quarter

Firm Size Number of Firms

Less than 50 85
50 to 99 26
100 to 249 32
250 to 499 16
500 or greater 7
Totals 166

Draft April 2018 Farmworker Housing Study and Action Plan

Pajaro Valley

2016 Third Quarter

Employment Eil;nr?ser of Employment

915 74 789

1,924 23 1,600

5,324 15 2,489

5,431 21 7,184

5,320 24 28,406

18,914 157 40,468
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Table 9 presents the comparison of employment by employee firm size of
Monterey County Agricultural Service for Crop and Livestock Production in the

3rd calendar quarter between 1990 and 2016. 32

The total employment in this sector has more than doubled, from 18,91 4to
40,486 during this period. A measure of the increased size concentration is the
share of total employment accounted for by firms with 500 or greater

employees is that in the 3 @ quarter of 1990 such companies had a 28% share. By
the 31 quarter of 201 6, firms of that size had a 70%.

There are no accurate reports of the number of cont ract workers employed in
either Monterey or Santa Cruz Counties. Years ago, the Census of Agriculture
discontinued queries about contract workers, retaining only the questi on that
estimated the number of farm operations contract labor services and the total

expense involved among all such farms. 33

Employment by farm labor contractors with a principal business address and

with crews in the Salinas -Pajaro Valleys is reported by the U.S. Department of

Labords Bureau of Labor Statistics in the QCE
Monterey and Santa Cruz Counties, these reports indicate Annual Average of

Mont hly Empl oyment reported by the regionds 7

20,881.34

However, there is compelling evidence that these BLS report fails to accurately

report agricultural employment within the laborshed. The BLS reports described

above are nearly always basedon ac ont r a @rimary [Business address in
the region. Farm labor contractors, as employers, are usually identified in
employment records with the county in which they have their administrative

office, regardless of where their crews are assigned to jobs. Thus, records o f their
employment are only reported as though their employees were working

exclusively in that county. 3

32 For 2016, the co rresponding NAICS code is 1151; for 1990, Dahlberg and colleagues have
tracked the former Standard Industrial Classification Codes (SIC) which correspond today to

NAICS 151.

33 Farm and ranch participants in the agricultural census of 1974 were asked to rep ort the
number of workers furnished by labor contractors. Cf. 1974 Census of Agriculture. United States
Department of Commerce. Bureau of the Census. April 1977. P. C-16.

34 See BLS QCEW files: 2016.91-g4 060053 Monterey County and 2016.q1. -q4 060087.

35 |bid.
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The root of the confusion is that |l abor contr

mortaroé industry. Their empl oyeesphgswalnot regu
worksite address every work day. l nstead, a |
laborers may be working at different locations within the region, on different

crop fields, and may also be working in nearby, or even distant, counties.

The failure of BLS QCEW files to accurately report the number of farm labor
contractors active at the county level in each agricultural county in the state

was examined and discussed in a previous report. 36 1t was also found that the
actual number of contractors active in most counties was systematically larger
than was reported in QCEW files.

If a manufacturer has multiple, fixed -location, work -sites, such as factories, in
multiple counties, in many cases an employer will file separate reports for each

of its facilities in non -contiguous counties. Thus, the separate EDD reports of
employment in each county will usually include data for those work -sites.

In contrast, FLCs are not required to provide separate records of employment,

with employee names and earnings, by county, if they have employees working

for clients in any number of counties because they do not have fixed -location

work -sites. Their crews may move to jobs from county  -to-county, on a monthly or
weekly basis. Those FLCs who are based- in a
Pajaro Valleys region, but who send crews to work within this region, will not

report employment information attributable there. The administrative burden

that separate county -by-county reporting would require is exceptionally large

and quite possibly beyond the capability of some FLCs.

o

A serious problem associated with reliance on EDD employment data to

estimate labor contractor employment at the count level is that some FLCs with

principal business addresses in the Salinas -Pajaro Valleys are known to send

crews to adjacent counties, such as San Benito, San Mateo and Santa Clara

cou nties. But that employment in other counties is attributed to the Salinas -

Pajaro Valleysd reports to EDD, and not to th

An additional problem with reliance on administrative data for FLCs is that a
substantial number of currently  active FLCs provide workers to non  -farm
businesses as well as to agriculture. It is well -established that some FLCs supply

%Whods in Charge? Labor Market | nt er pbodVilarejd, W2ppi n Cal i f
March 25, 2003. Cf. Chapter Three. Farm Labor Contractors.
file:///IC:/Users/Don%20Villarejo/Downloads/who -isrin-charge_villarejo_public_05 -25-03.pdf
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workers for jobs in motels, hotels, resorts and manufacturing. This raises the
important challenge that employment reported by FLCs likely does not
accurately reflect only jobs in the agriculture sector, and, thus, may overstate
the true figure.

Finally, some FLCs do not report their employment in the NAICS code (115115)
corresponding to Farm Labor Contractors and Crew Leaders. This is related to
the fact discussed above that more than a few FLCs are active in non -farm
businesses as well as in agriculture. In a previous report, it was found that some
report as Crop Production, others as Personnel Supply Agencies, and still others
as Unclassified owing to the delays faced by EDD staff in verifying the accuracy

of the industry code selected by the employer. 37

There is are additional sources of information about farm labor contractors.
Labor contractors are required to be licensed by the Cal ifornia Department of

Industrial Relations. 38 A complete file of licensed FLCs was obtained and served
as another source of information.  3° As presented in Table 10, there were a
combined total of 73 licensed FLCs with addresses in the Salinas -Parajo region. 40

TABLE1O REPORTEINUMBER OFFLCs 2016, MONTEREY ANCSANTA CRUZC OUNTIES
Source: BLS, QCEW Files
Source Monterey Santa Cruz

County County

Annual Average of Quarterly Establishments, 60 10
BLS QCEW File (NAICS = 115115)

Cal -DIR, Active FLC License 66 7

County Agricultural Commissioner Registrants 92 60

Agricultural Commissioner FLCs Registrants in both counties: 36

37 |bid.

38 The Division of Labor Standards Enforcement administers the licensing program and is
responsible for enforcement.

39 The author wishes to thank Ralph Lightstone for his assistance in obtaining an electronic file of
licensed FLCs.

40 The file of FLC license es was current as of March 15, 2017. A contractor whose license expired
at any time during 2016 and chose not to renew the license between that date and March 15,
2017, would not have been represented in the DLSE file.
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All FLCs are also required to register with the Agricultural Commissioner of each
county in which they plan  to be active and must pay a registration fee in so
doing. Some FLCs may register in the expectation that their crews may be
needed on short notice, but may not be needed at all. As part of the research
for the present report, copies of the lists of FLCs re  gistered in Monterey and
Santa Cruz Counties were obtained.

There were 92 FLCs active during 2016 in the Monterey County files, and 60 in the
Santa Cruz County file. However, the total of 152 FLCs in the combined files
included a substantial numberof FLCs r epresented i n both counti e

Of the 73 licensed farm labor contractors with business addresses in the region

nearly all were registered with one or the ot
Commissioners. However, three were not registered with either countyds
Agricultural Commissioner.

The unduplicated number of licensed FLCs which were active in the Salinas -
Pajaro region during 2016 is estimated to be 118, of which 73 were

headquartered in the region. Thus, 45 were headquartered out of region, some
as far as Arizona.

Only a portion of these 118 FLCs who held active licenses and had addresses

within the Salinas -Pajaro laborshed during 2016 reported employment in the BLS

QCEMW files for either Monterey or Santa Cruz County. As indicated in Table 10,

just 70 FLCs reported employment in the region. Hence, an estimated 48

reported all of their employment in their oho
employees in either or both of Monterey and Santa Cruz Counties.

Of considerable significance, also indicat ed in Table 10, there were 36 FLCs who
were active in both counties. Nearly all of the bi -county contractors were
headquartered in Monterey County. Only one was based in Santa Cruz County.

The disparity between BLS reports of the number of FLCs active in t he region as
compared with Agricultural Commissioner registrations was exceptionally large

for Santa Cruz County for which the QCEW file reports just 10 contractors, but

the Santa Cruz County Agriculture Commissioner records show that 60 licensed
contracto rs were registered.

As previously indicated, an effort was made to determine which of the FLCs

active in the two -county region were based in other counties, for which the

records of empl oyment were reported only for
46| Page
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problematic is that some of the 70 who report employment in the BLS QCEW files
as being within the region likely have an unknown portion of that total working

out of the region, perhaps in adjacent counties, or even in distant counties. This
possibility was also exam ined as part of the research for the present report by
accessing lists of FLCs registered in all counties adjacent to Monterey and Santa

Cruz Counties. 41

From key informant interviews and other sources, it was determined that some
farm operators active in M onterey or Santa Cruz Counties have farming
operations in more distant counties, notably Santa Barbara, Ventura and

Imperial Counties. Therefore, FLC lists for these three counties were accessed as
well.

The FLC lists for all eleven counties were combined by careful matching of legal
entity names, DBA names, addresses and DLSE license records. First, it was
determined that twenty  -five FLCs were registered in either Monterey or Santa
Cruz Counties, but were not registered in other counties during 2016. An

ad ditional three FLCs holding active licenses had addresses in either county of

the Salinas -Pajaro Valleys, but were not registered in any California county

during 2016.

Second, there were sixty licensed FLCs who were registered in either Monterey or
Santa C ruz Counties, and were also registered in San Benito County, which
abuts both of those counties. No other adjacent or distant county shared as

many FLCs in registration files as did San Benito County.

TABLE11 MONTEREY ORSANTA CRUZCOUNTIESFLCREGISTRANTAPPEARINGIN AGRICULTURAL
CoOMMISSIONERFLCREGISTRATIONHLES IN OTHER COUNES
Source: 2016 Farm Labor Contractor Registration Files

County Monterey or Santa Cruz C
Adjacent

Fresno 27
Kings 7
San Benito 60
San Luis Obispo 9

41 These are San Mateo, Santa Clara, S an Benito, Fresno, Kings and San Luis Obispo Counties.
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San Mateo

Santa Clara

Similar crops; non -adjacent

Imperial
Santa Barbra

Ventura

Third, at least five licensed FLCs who were registered in Monterey or Santa Cruz

32

34
27
18

Counties were also represented among each

regi str ant skl presentsehe findingadh theenumber of licensed FLC
registrants in the Salin as-Pajaro Valleys region who were also registered the other
nine countiesd files.

Summarizing, notable findings include 60 in adjacent San Benito County, 34 in
distant Imperial County, 32 in adjacent Santa Clara County, 27 in Santa Barbara
County and 18 in distant Ventura County. Numerous FLCs registered in the
Salinas-Parajo region were also registered in other counties beyond the areas
specifically considered for the present report.

A reasonable question is whether registration actually signifies employment
activity by a farm labor contractor in any specific county. There is limited
independent evidence of FLC activity at the county level from public records.

The California Department of Industrial Relations under terms of the piece -rate,

back pay requirements of AB 1513 has posted a detailed listing of employer
names, physical addresses mail addresses which, in many cases, also includes

references to location where eligible employees worked. 42

Many individual employers reported some details of thei r locations of
employment, in some case by the names of counties where eligible employees
had worked, some with specific physical addresses of workplaces, some without

any |l ocation information, and stil/l ot her s

locations i n rural areaseéo. These records

42 For details, see http://www.dir.ca.gov/pieceratebackpayelection/pieceratelisting.asp

48| Page
Draft April 2018 Farmworker Housing Study and Action Plan for Salinas Valley and

Pajaro Valley

ndi

of

Wi
c at


http://www.dir.ca.gov/pieceratebackpayelection/pieceratelisting.asp

during the period July 1, 2012 and December 31, 2015, the calendar interval
specified in the law.

The DIR posted list was compared with the file of licensed FLCs registered in
Monterey or Santa Cruz Counties during 2016 developed in the research for the

present report. 43 There were 44 licensed FLCs registered in Monterey or Santa

Cruz Countiesd Agricultural C gaterback gy fiteg, e r s f i |
matched by Legal Entity o r DBA name as well as physical and mail addresses.

Of that number, 19 listed all counties where employees had worked during the

specified period.

Of the 19 FLCs record that listed specific county names where employees had
worked, nearly all included counti  es matching those in the 2016 list developed
for the present report. While this is suggestive that FLC registrations coincide with
their own records of where their employees were working, it is by no means
conclusive.

It should be clear from the previous d  iscussion that reasonable accurate
information about FLC employment in the Salinas  -Pajaro region is not readily
available from any source. The fact that so many FLCs are presently multi -
county businesses confounds any effort to make estimates based on

admi nistrative data.

H-2A non -immigrantt emporary foreign agricultural workers

During the past four years, there has been a substantial increase in the number

of farm laborers brought into the Salinas  -Pajaro Valleys under the Temporary
Foreign Agricultural Wor ker visa program (H -2A). Farm employers may seek
seasonal employees under strictly controlled conditions which requires the
employer to first seek U.S. residents who are authorized for U.S.employment. If
suitably qualified persons do not fill those jobs, the process for applying for
certification of nonimmigrant workers can proceed.

Among the requirements the employer must meet is the ability to provide
housing for all who obtain the required H -2A visas. The number of H -2A workers is
included in EDD and BLS reports of employment although not marked as such

43 While 2016 followed the end  of the period for which employer location records were provided
for the list, it is likely that many employers were likely to still be working at those locations.
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Figure 15 presents the most recent tally of the number of Certified H -2A visas
issued for workers employed in the Salinas -Pajaro Valleys annually between

Federal Fiscal Years 2014 through 2 017.44 The number of H -2A workers was more
than 4,300 in FY 2017, up from 636 in FY 2014, and only 268 in FY 2013.

Temporary Nonimmigrant Foreign Agricultural
Workers Certified (H -2A),
Monterey and Santa Cruz Counties
Federal Fiscal Years FY2013 -FY2017
5000
4500
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3500
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2500
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1500

1000

500 IIII
0 |

FY2013 FY2014 FY2015 FY2016 FY2017
Federal Fiscal Year

Workers Certified

HGUREL5 TEMPORARY NONIMMIGRANT FOREIGN AGRICULTURAL WORKERSERTIFIEH2A)
MONTEREY ANDSANTA CRUZC OUNTIES

The number of employers who brought H  -2A workers to the Salinas -Pajaro

Valleys during FY 2017was relatively small, just 24 in all. Most employers ~ with H-2A

workers, 18 out of 24, were licensed farm labor contractors who were also
registered with therespectv. e counti esd Agricul tur al Commi s s
were farm operators . The remaining two were labor associations serving multiple

individual livestock producers.

44 The data for Federal Fiscal Year 2017 covers only the period October 1, 2016 through June 3 0,
2017. When data for the full year becomes available, the number of H -2A workers in FY 2017 will
certainly be larger than indicated in Figure 3.
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Estimate of the number of agricultural workers in the Salinas - Pajaro
laborshed

The present au thor has developed an independent method for estimating the

number of individuals who held at least one agricultural job in the Salinas -Pajaro
Valleys during 2016. The method relies on the 2012 Census of Agriculture report

of hired labor, the 2016 QCEW rep ort of total wages paid to agricultural

employees, and the National Agricultural Workers Survey (NAWS) estimate of the
average number of employers per crop worker in California during 2013 -14. The
computation is described in detail in Appendix | of the pre sent report.

An estimated total of 91,423 unique individuals held at least one agricultural job
in the Salinas -Pajaro Valleys during 2016. -~ Villarejo, 201 18

There is another estimate of the number of individuals employed in the Salinas -
Pajaro laborshed. T he second is a published report by Prof. Phil Martin which
relied on an EDD analysis of a very large sample of unique records of wages

earned in 2014 by workers employed by California firms which report in one of

the NAICS sectors comprising agricultural p  roduction and support services for
agricultural production. These agricultural sectors were as follows.

1111 Oilseed and grain farming;

1112 Vegetable and melon farming;

1113 Fruit and tree nut farming;

1114 Greenhouse and nursery production;
1119 Other cr op farming;

1121 Cattle ranching and farming;

1122 Hog and pig farming;

1123 Poultry and egg farming;

1124 Sheep and goat farming;

1125 Animal aquaculture;

1129 Other animal farming;

1151 Support activities for crop production;
1152 Support activities for animal production;
1153 Support activities for forestry.

= =4 -4 -4 48 -8 _5_9_42_°_4_-°_2 -2

The analysis identified those unique employee records, some of which indicated
having had jobs in two or more of  all possible NAICS sectors, not just those in the
above listed agricultural sectors,  but necessarily included at least one job in one
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of those sectors. Each unique employment record was then assigned to a
unique county, based on the employer 0s assigndodatomount vy

Assuming that each unique employment record assigned to a county was
associated with a unique individual, it was then possible to determine the
number of individuals who had a job in the agricultural sector in every county.

A total of 96,700 unique individuals held at least one agricultural job in the
Salinas-Pajaro Valleys during 2014. ~ Martin, 2017

These two estimates differ by about 5,277, although they pertain to different
years. Marti nds method rests on the assumption th
record is associated with a unique individual.

The present a ut h anetidod assumes the distribution of wages between longer -
term jobs and shorter -term jobs in the support services for agricultural

employment sub-sector is the same as in the direct -hire sub-sector, and that the
NAWS finding of the average number of employers per worker throughout
California crop employment  applies to all agricultural employment in the
Salinas-Pajaro Valleys.

San Benito County is arguably part of the Salinas -Pajaro laborshed

There are two findings of the present report that indicate a very close

relationship of agricultural employers of the Salinas  -Pajaro region with the supply
of labor for crop production in San Benito County. First, the present report

includes the finding that 60 licensed FLCs active in the Salinas -Pajaro region are
also active in San Benito County (See Table 11).

Second , the community of Aromas, a Census Designated Place, is one of only a
very tiny number of places in California that straddles two adjacent counties, in
this case Monterey and San Benito counties. The population of A romas is very

nearly equally divided between the two coun ties. By happenstance, the border
of Aromas is just one mile distant from Santa Cruz County. Moreover, the most
Southeast portion of Santa Cruz County 1is <cle

official cou nty Census Tract map. #°

45 http://gis.co.santa -
cruz.ca.us/map_gallery/pdfs/Map%20Gallery/Cultural%20Resources%20and%20Census/Census%
20Tracts.pdf
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There were only 36 FLCs registered in both Monterey and Santa Cr uz Counties in

2016. The fact that 60 of the San Benito County FLCs were registered in the

Salinas-Paj ar o region suggests that San Benito Col
intimately connected to the Salinas  -Pajaro region as is the relationship of the

two counties of that region to one another. Review of those 60 FLCs finds that 40

were headquartered in the Salinas  -Pajaro region, and only two were

headquartered in San Benito  County. The remaining 18 FLCs were

headquartered on other California counties and Arizona.

This remarkably close relationship of FLCs raises the question of whether a large
portion of the San Benito County agricultural workforce is based in the Salinas -
Pajaro region. In no other county were FLCs from the latter region as dominant

as was the case in San Benito County.

It also appears that San Benito vegetable and berry production is highly

integrated with production of the same crops in the Salinas -Pajaro r egion. There
is also a close relationship of large -scale farm businesses between San Benito
County and the Salinas -Pajaro region. Sixteen farm operations with substantial
activity in San Benito County also have farm operations in the Salinas -Pajaro
region. Of that number, the majority are based in the Salinas -Pajaro region. As
well, the largest San Benito vegetable grower -packer -shipper also relies on
product from Salinas -Pajaro growers. Similarly, a large Salinas -Pajaro vegetable
grower -packer -shipper has substantial farming operations in San Benito County.

Discussion

The continued growth of farm labor contactor employment in the region , while
direct -hire employment by farm operators has remain ed relatively constant in
recent years , has been somewhat un expe cted . Several prominent cont ractors
in the region differ little in some aspects from farm operators: one, in fact, is part -

owner of a substantial berry farm and also manages a large salad plant. Other
contactors own or lease the type of machinery one usual ly associates with
farmers.

Wage rates for FLC employees are reported to differ little from wage rates paid

to direct -hire employees for the same crop and task .46 On the other hand,
regular and year -round direct -hire employees in agriculture often have a

pa ckage of non -wage benefits, and some direct  -hire seasonal workers may also

46 Farm Employers Labor Service . Wage and Benefits Report, July 2015.
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have non -wage benefits. 47 However, FLC employees usually do no t have
comparable non-wage benefits, although there is anecdotal evidence these
practices may be changing.

That said, it has been over a quarter -century since the most -recent systematic

study of farm labor contractors in California .48 Given the fact that the support
services sector of the agricultural industry  has become the principal employer of
agricultural workers, itis essential to carefully examine this sector  anew.

There are two major trends in consumer preferences that have serious
implications for the fresh produce industry. First, annual per capita consumption

of fresh vegetables in the United States between 2000 and 2015 was estimated

to have peaked in 2004 at 204.4 Ibs., but was down to 186.7 Ibs. in 2015. 49 During
the interval between two three -year periods, 2003 -05 to 2013-15, the annual
average of per capita consumption declined from 200.5 Ibs. +/ - 8.0 Ibs. dow n to
185.8 Ibs. +/- 2.2 Ibs. There was a statistically significant reduction of 14.7 Ibs. +/ -
5.9 Ibs. of fresh vegetables per person in the U.S. during that latter period.

Second, a recent report on consumer compliance with official

recommendations for con  sumption of fresh fruits and vegetables finds just 12.2%

of U.S. adults met the fruit recommendations and only 9.3% met the fresh

vegetable recommendations. Compliance with the vegetable

recommendation was highest among women (10.9%), among adults older th an
50 (10.9%) and among those in the highest income group (11.4%). 50 The report
was based on findings among a large sample of U.S. adults, some 319,415
individuals.

In addition, the annual  Fresh Trendssurvey of U.S. consumer households presents
findings of purchasing behaviors for 57 specific fresh fruits or vegetables. o1
Consumers were asked only about their direct purchases of each specific item

in a retail outlet, whether supermarket, big -box discoun t outlet, or other
commercial vendor of fresh produce. About 1,000 households are contacted

47 |bid.

48 California Department of Employment Development, Labor Market Information Division, Farm
Labor Contractors in California , California Agricultural Studies, Report 92 -2, July 1992, 114 pp.

49 https://lwww.ers.usda.gov/data -products/food -availability -per-capit a-data -system/

50 S.H. Lee-Kwan, et. al., Disparities in State -Specific Adult Fruit and Vegetable Consumption o}
United States, 2015 , Mortality and Morbidity Weekly Report, Center for Disease Control and
Preventions, 66(45);1241 -1247, November 17, 2017.

51 Fresh Trends, Farm Journal Media (publisher of ~ The Packer ), Annual, 2007 through 2017 issues.
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each year, and the findings are adjusted according to the U.S. demographic
profile.

The findings of particular interest to this report concerns consumer purchases o f
each of several of the fresh products grown in the Salinas -Pajaro region. Figure
16 presents a comparison of findings of the 3  -year annual average of the

percent of all households which reported having purchased each specified

item during the periods for determining three -year average sduring 2007 -09 and
2015-17.

Percent of U.S. Household Purchases, 3 -year average,
2007-09 to 2015-17, Source: Fresh Trends
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The most notable finding is that survey respondents indicated purchases of five

of the s ix identified fresh vegetables had declined between 2007 -09 and 2015 -
17. Both mushroom and strawberry purchases had declined as well. Only one

fresh vegetable, spinach, had a modest reported increase of purchase by
respondents.

Another trend in consumer pr  eferences may be partly associated with the
findings discussed above. During the period 2014  -2016, the reported share of U.S.
Consumer Expenditures for food away from home exceeded 50% for the first
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time in the data series that extends back to 1929. As rec ently as 1980, only 39%
of food expenditures were for food prepared away from home.

Correspondingly, the fresh produce industry developed new forms of preparing,

distributing and marketing to the rapidly expanding foodservice sector as well as
more conveni ent, ready -to-eat fresh products, such as triple -washed and cut
vegetables, described as the oValue addedd an

industry. Awalk -t hr ough of a modern supermarketds pr o
glance, which type of fresh product ha s become popular, although young

shoppers | ikely wouldndt notice how much had
ago.

These trends in purchase sare clearly associated with several major

demographic changes of the past several decades: substantial increase of the
participation of women in the | abor force, de
childbirth, delayed age of marriage or partner formation, and postponement of

permanent household formation.

The fresh produce industry has successfully reconfigured in the face of d eclining
demand, supplementing fresh products with Value Added and Fresh Cut

products, as well as developing the organic category into a major component

of the industry. By 2016, organic salad products reportedly achieved 26.6% of

total sales of salad prod ucts.

Data issues in administrative reports of agricultural services
employment

For several decades, the USDA survey of agricultural businesses which employ
labor, known to researchers as the  farm labor survey and published as Farm
Labor, included statewid e employment and average wage information

reported by labor contractors and other providers of on -farm, contracted
services in California and Florida, as well as for the United States. Difficulties in
obtaining statistically reliable results, owing to ave ry low response rate from the
a g e n c gmpleyer lists ultimately led to a decision that the cost of conducting

a survey with statistically reliable results was excessive, and that component of

the survey was discontinued. 52 Today, only farm and ranch opera  tors are

52 The survey of agricultural services employment and wages ended in 2011.
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included in the survey, and they are only asked to provide information about
their direct -hire employees.

Similarly, the Bureau of the Census quinquennial surveys of all U.S. business

activity, of which the Census of Agriculture is of interest in the present report,

made a serious effort to survey Agricultural Services. There were two attempts to
survey such businesses, the first in 1974, which was ultimately deemed unreliable
owing to an inadequately comprehensive mail address file of such busines ses. A
second effort in 1978, which included a substantial effort to improve the mail

address file, also resulted in findings which were statistically unreliable. There has

not been any new effort to attempt such a survey again, despite the rapid

increase of employment in that sector.

The rapidly increased role of the Agricultural Services Sector throughout the
nation, although largest in California, suggests it is time to re -visit whether it is
now time to include this sector in both the business surveys a nd a separate
section of the Census of Agriculture. Total reported wages paid in NAICS 115
during 2016 were $11.7 billion for the U.S. However, the total U.S. wage bill for the
sector is likely greater by an unknown amount because many smaller operations

in most states are exempt from unemployment insurance tax payments

because their payroll was less than the current cutoff.

Conclusions

There has been a significant expansion of agricultural employment in the
Salinas-Pajaro region during the past decade, am ounting to about +24%. The
long -term trends indicate that employment costs of agricultural businesses in the
region, when adjusted for inflation, have increased substantially, by +61% in the
past forty years.

Agricultural service businesses are today the |  argest segment of agricultural
employment in the region , and, for each month of the year, exceed farm and
ranch direct -hire employment. Farm labor contractor employment today
accounts for most agricultural employment within the region during every month
of the year. In part, this is associated with a substantial increase in the number of
farms who rely on contract labor and a simultaneous decrease of farms who rely
on directly hired labor.

The majority of the Salinas -Paj ar o regi onds f ar measadctve
in other regions of the state, many in adjacent counties, but many in distant
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counties w ith fresh vegetable produc tion, or in counties where berries and/or
winegrapes are grown. Just 24 of the 118  licensed and registered  contractors
are acti ve only in Monterey County or Santa Cruz County. The average
contractor active in the region is also active in 3.25 other counties of the state.

One reports registration in eighteen counties, and thirteen are registered in at

least ten or more counties.

There is some independent evidence that contractors active in the Salinas -
Pajaro region are, in fact, also active in other counties where they have

registered. It appears likely that many contractors based in the southern San
Joaquin Valley have moved into o ther parts of the state in recent years. Some
were moving from areas where the five  -year drought had severely adversely
affected production, and others were motivated by the long -term substantial
reductions in that region & vineyard acreage, especially in raisin grapes and
winegrapes.

The impact of H -2A workers on local labor market conditions is presumed to be
insignificant: H -2A workers must be paid at the Adverse Impact Wage Rate

determined regionally. This wage rate is normally higher than the prevailin g
wage rate for farm labor jobs. But  there may well be other significant labor
market impacts, such as enforcement of an increased pace of work (speed -up),

or other changes of labor processes, as well as displacement of older workers, or
vulnerable sub -gro ups. Whether there have been significant changes of the

pace of work or of other labor processes when H -2A workers fill jobs formerly
held by non -H-2A workers is largely unknown.

Additionally, the local affordable housing market isadversely impacted by

em ployers of H -2A workers seek ing to gain control of a large portion of the

available affordable housing as well as temporary lodging, such as motels . Such
consequences need to be examined.

It is likely that the only way to obtain reasonably accurate information about
employment of workers in a specific county or region who are employed by

FLCs is the following. First, using all available administrative records, described in
the present report , identify FLCs which likely have crews in the county or region.
Second, conduct interviews with as many of the identified contractors as

possible to obtain information about where their crews are working and how
much employment they attribute to each coun ty. Third, examine H -2A
certification applications for information regarding crops, locations, months of
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employment, and specific details regarding housing. Finally, prepare estimates
of the total and regional amounts based on the results of these intervie ws.

Analysis of Existing Farmworker Housing Inventory in
Santa Cruz and Monterey Counties

The Monterey Bay Region is home to a significant number of housing facilities

designated for year -round, permanent and seasonal, migrant farmworkers

although, as demonstrated by this study, not nearly enough to meet demand.

As a result, most farmworkers earning a living from agriculture in the Pajaro and

Salinas Valleys live, at least part of theyear, 1 n t he regionds private
market and, in some cases, makeshift conditions, such as cars, garages, tool

sheds, and tents. Many are over -paying for their housing, living in squalid, sub -

standard homes, and/or doubling and tripling up with other house holds in

overcrowded conditions.

From a survey of developer members of the California Coalition for Rural

Housing, a search of the websites of affordable housing development
organizations with properties in the region, and lists provided by the U.S.

Dep artment of Agriculture, we have assembled an inventory of projects and

units that are occupationally  -restricted to qualifying farmworkers. This does not
include farmworkers living in other subsidized and use -restricted rental housing
projects, both privat ely- and publicly -owned, that house any qualifying low -
income household.

According to our analysis, there are 26 year -round housing complexes in Santa
Cruz and Monterey Counties  with 1,2 90 total units and 1, 077 units that are
occupationally -restricted to farmworkers . The great majority are in Monterey
County 019 projects ( 73 percent) with farmworker 873 units (81 percent). All but
one of the Santa Cruz County  proper ties is in Watsonville. Twenty -two of the
properties are rental apartments.  Sixare hybrid swith 135 out of 347 units (39
percent ) restricted to farmworkers . Four of the properties with 275 units, all in
Monterey County, are in cooperative ownership. All projects with year -round
units for farmworkers are listed by place name in  Table 12.
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TABLEL12 YEAR ROUND PERMANENTFARMWORKER HOUSING INSANTA CRUZ ANDMONTEREY

COUNTIES
Total Resident Housing Owner Year
Place County Units FW Units Type Type Owner Type Opened
Castroville Monterey 58 15 | Family Year-Round MidPen NP 2011
Chualar Monterey 29 29 | Family Year-Round HACM PHA 1982
Gonzalez Monterey 36 36 | Family Year-Round CHISPA NP 2005
Pacific
Greenfield Monterey 40 40 | Family Year-Round Companies FP 2013
La Buena
King City Monterey 40 40 | Family Year-Round Esperanza Coop 1984
Pajaro Monterey 63 26 | Family Year-Round Eden NP 2006
Salinas Monterey 60 60 | Family Year-Round San Jerardo Coop 1972
Salinas Monterey 43 43 | Family Year-Round CHISPA NP 1984
Salinas Monterey 25 25 | Senior Year-Round CHISPA NP 2006
Salinas Monterey 15 15 | Family Year-Round Eden NP 2006
Salinas Monterey 57 57 | Family Year-Round HACM PHA 1987
Las Casas de
Salinas Monterey 75 75 | Family Year-Round Madera Coop 1980
Pacific
Salinas Monterey 81 81 | Family Year-Round Companies FP 2011
Soledad Monterey 60 60 | Family Year-Round CHISPA NP 2005
Soledad Monterey 33 33 | Family Year-Round CHISPA NP 1991
Soledad Monterey 44 44 | Family Year-Round Eden NP 2016
Soledad Monterey 100 100 | Family Year-Round Santa Elena Coop 1980
Soledad Monterey 73 72 | Family Year-Round HACM PHA 2006
Soledad Monterey 70 22 | Family Year-Round HACM PHA 2008
Freedom Santa Cruz 64 31 | Family Year-Round Eden NP 2004
Watsonville Santa Cruz 19 19 | Family Year-Round Eden NP 2000
Watsonville Santa Cruz 34 34 | Family Year-Round HACSC PHA 1977
Watsonville Santa Cruz 36 36 | Family Year-Round HACSC PHA 1983
Watsonville Santa Cruz 43 43 | Family Year-Round MidPen NP 2001
Watsonville Santa Cruz 41 8 | Family Year-Round MidPen NP 2005
Watsonville Santa Cruz 51 33 | Family Year-Round MidPen NP 2000
HACM = Housing Authority of the County of Monterey; HACSC = Housing Authority of the County of Santa Cruz; NP
= Nonprofit; PHA = Public Housing Authority; FP = For _-Profit; Coop = Cooperative
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Housing for Permanent Farm Workers:
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In Figure 17, it can be seen that 71 percent of the units and 73 percent of the
projects were opened in two decades, from 1980 to 1989 and from 2000 to 2009.
The decade from 2000 to 2009 accounts for the largest  share of projects wit h
restricted farmworker units in the region , nearly half (46 percent) . Thisperiod

corresponds with the passage of two statewide housing bonds, Proposition 46 in
2002 and Proposition 1C in 2006, which authorized a large infusion of new
funding for the Joe Serna, Jr., Farmworker Housing Grant Program and spawned

an increase in hybrid projects . The last projects placed into service that decade
were in 2006, just before the housing -market crash.

Several pipeline projects were opened in the current decade , in 2011 and 2013.
Exhaustion of Proposition 1C funds for the Serna Program in the early 2010s,
coupled with the slow recovery from the Great Recession, the loss of

redevelopment agency tax increment financing, and declining funding at the

federal level may explain why  the pace of farmworker housing production is less
in the decade from 2010to 20 20, to date, than itwas in the previous decade

The age profile of the inventory of year  -round housing for permanent
farmworkers also suggests something else of critical significance: nearly half of
all units (47 p ercent) and 39 percent of all projects are 20 years of age or older.
Some of the older complexes, including some that originated as labor camps or
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other housing types and were acquired and reconstructed, may have been
updated and modernized more recently. However, it is likely that th e older
inventory will need to be recapitalized and refurbished in the coming years with
replacement of outdated and inefficient energy and water conservation

systems. For some, recapitalization may also create opportunities for
densification.

In add ition, we are able to identify  five migrant housing facilities in Santa Cruz
and Monterey Counties with 358 units.  Four are in current operation and one is
slated to open in the Spring 2018. Two of these facilities, one in each county,

are State of California Office of Migrant Services centers operated by the

Housing Authority of Santa Cruz County and Housing Authority of Monterey

County. They have 183 units for migrant families. Spreckels Crossing is owned

and operated by Tanamura & Antle and w as opened in 201 6. It has 100 two -
bedroom units capable of housing up to 800 single, unaccompanied workers. In
King City, SCS opened a 218 -bed facility ona 5-year use permit. The Nunes
Company is scheduled to open another similar facility with 75 units capable of
accommodating up to 600 employees.

TABLE13 MIGRANT AND SEASONAL HOUSING IN SANTA CRUZ ANDMONTEREYC OUNTIES

Resident | Owner Year
Project Name Place County Units | Beds Type Type Opened
King City Migrant Center King City Monterey 79 Family PHA 1998
Buena Vista Migrant Center Watsonville | Santa Cruz 104 Family PHA 1968
Spreckels Crossing Spreckels Monterey 100 | 800 Single Grower 2016
SCSFacility King City Monterey 218 Single FLC 2017
Casa Boronda Boronda Monterey 75 | 600 Single Grower 2018
We are aware of at least seven projects with 328 units for year -round,

permanent farmworkers that are in the conceptual phase, in the funding

pipeline, or under construction. The Housing Authority of the County of

Monterey is working on two family project s with 102 units in Castroville; MidPen
Housing is developing a 46 -unit project that is in Watsonville and Santa Cruz
County; and the Corporation for Better Housing has a funding commitment from

USDA Rural Development for a 64 -unit project in Greenfield. In addition, CHISPA
has three rental projects in the works for 232 units, an anticipated half of which

may be financed by Joe Serna, Jr., Farmworker Housing Grant funds that should
become available in 2018 and successive years.
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Finally, growers are a ctively contemplating building additional employee

housing to house H -2A workers and domestic workers. Discussions are underway
in several locations about converting existing commercial and industrial spaces

to temporary housing. For example, the City of King City approved a zoning
change in 2017 to permit temporary conversion of a vacant warehouse building

for housing 218 H -2A workers and recently approved expansion by 100 beds.
Additionally, the City approved a sewer line extension to serve a property | ust
beyond the city limits to enable renovation of a blighted property for

agricultural employees that will house another 200 workers.

A plan circulated in 2017 by Salinas Valley Housing, LLC, proposed seasonal
housing for approximately 6,000 single, un  accompanied adults in the
unincorporated community of Chualar. Under the plan, a local landowner

would partner with Salinas Valley Housing to build 3 - and 4 -bedroom apartments
compliant with H -2A requirements About 128 acres of the 306  -acre agricultural
p arcel would be devoted to the project and the rest would remain in

agricultural use. In addition to sleeping accommodations, the project would

include laundry facilities, common areas with barbeques, outdoor recreation,

and picnic areas. At the time of th is writing in 2018, it is uncertain whether the
proposal will move ahead.

In conclusion, a scan of Monterey Bay Region housing inventories reveals some

30 housing facilities restricted for occupancy by both year -round, permanent
and seasonal, migrant farmw  orkers. Additionally, there are even more properties
that are publicly -subsidized and regulated for low  -income occupancy. Over 40
percent of the farmworker housing inventory, however, is relatively old and will
likely need capital improvements in the comi ng years.

That said, this analysis also demonstrates that the pace of farmworker housing
production in the Monterey Bay Region has greatly slowed compared to the

previous decade of the 2000s. The great majority of farmworkers in the Pajaro -
Salinas Labor shed do not live in accommodations set aside for farmworkers, but

in the private market, often in unaffordable, substandard, and overcrowded

conditions. Consequently, there is a continuing need for production of new
housing for the r egiliesradsnigfard andhguestworkers. f a m
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Site Suitability

Executive Summary

Expanding permanent affordable farmworker housing requires a confluence of
appropriate conditions that enable a developer to successfully obtain financing
to implement the projec t and program s.

With the demise of Redevelopment funds, the pr imary financial resource s
currently available to affordable housing developers are the California Low-
Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) and Affordable Housing and Sustainable
Communities (AHSC) program s. Nearly all affordable housing developed in the
state relies on one of these two programs. For this reason, these program
standards have been used here as a framework by which to explore site

suitability for farmworker housing development.

The ap plications, guidelines, and methodologies used in these programs are

rapidly being adopted for use in other state housing finance programs and

have garnered national attention as a model of best practice. Furthermore, the

Salinas Valley and Pajaro Valley have additional competitiveness in these

programs because the tax credit program provides for a farmworker housing

set-aside and both programs also provide rural set -asides. Other considerations
for the identification of ideal sites for the development of a ffordable housing
projects are also discussed, specifically, t he preservation of agricultural land , infill
development , infrastructure and services, proximity to current populations , and
other e nvironmental considerations .

The LIHTC and AHSC programs require & through threshold project eligibility and

scoring incentives 0 that project sites are within strict proximities to specific

resources. Project sites meeting these proximity requirements are considered

Ohi-@meni tyd and are ul ti mafdrthdsegfundimgprograme. mpet i t i \
Using special analysis, high amenity parcels  within the study area have been

identified . Zoning data has been overlaid on these high amenity parcels to

determine the extent that these sites are appropriately zoned for affordabl e

housing development.

Using this process, the key findings presented are:

T Ten communities within the study artea qual
compete for funding under the rural set-asides in LIHTC and AHSC.
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1 Ofthese &uraldcommunities, five (5) have parcels that are considered
0 hi gh a medarithe gudent funding requirements of LIHTC and
AHSC.

1 Atotal of 2,495 ¢&igh amenity 6parcels have been identified within the se
five (5) communities.

1 Ofthe 1,976 high amenity parcels within the Cities of Watsonville, Salinas,
and Castroville, 13 parcels are currently zoned appropriately for multi -
family housing development.

o Of the 349 high -amenity parcels identified in Salinas, none are
currently zoned for multi -family housing development.

Although there are numerous parcels that meet TCAC and AHSC proximity
requirements and that qualify for rural set -asides, the majority of these are not

currently identified and targeted for multi -family development under the local
zoning ordinance, and the sites zoned for multi -family development will not be
competitive under these primary funding programs because of they are not

proximate to one or more amenities. Under these funding programs, especially
tax credits, and to a lesser extent AHSC, project sites must garner full maximum
points allowable to be competitive.

It should be noted that the differentiation between high amenity sites and sites
with one or more amenities can be very slight. The scoring criteria for each

program should be examined in total. And, although communities may lack

high amenity sites it does not mean that parcels within those communities lack

ame nities and or cannot strategize to compete for LIHTC or AHSC.

The study area is well -situated to increase the number of high amenity parcels
with the requisite zoning by

1 Examining existing land use and zoning policies and aligning them with
the TCAC and AHSC proximity requirements.

1 Increasing collaboration amongst affordable housing developers and
municipalities to identify specific parcels that are high amenity or close to
high amenity and examine the opportunities to reduce development
barriers or incre ase amenities.

1 Focusing transit investment in rural communities 0 through transit agencies,
in private contracts, or project  -specific -- to increase to increase the
number of high amenity parcels and increase the competitiveness of sites
within these comm unities.

1 Including the consideration of TCAC and AHSC proximity requirements in
t he r e gomprehénsive and integrated planning processes such as
AMBAGGOs 2040 Sustai nabl e anmdonHousing Etements
site identification.
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As new state funding becomes available or the region develops new funding
mechanisms for affordable housing, it is important that local jurisdictions work
together to map out suitable sites for farmworker housing. These sites may not
always correlate with TCAC and AHSC criteria but may offer other advantages
to be appropriate for farmworker housing.

A significant barrier expressed by the region
Unincorporated counties are also challenged by the lack of infrastruct ure.

However, these obstacles could be overcome through city/county

collaboration and establishment of agreements that allow for housing

development on unincorporated county land that is contiguous to a city and

permitted to connect to city infrastructure . This is an example of a win/win

solution that could significantly expand the number of suitable site for

farmworker housing.

Introduction

There is a significant unmet need for housing
For farmworkers living in M onterey and Santa Cruz Counties, housing has been

especially difficult. According to the numbers cited in the General Plans and

Housing Elements of Santa Cruz and Monterey Counties, there are

approximately 61,500 farmworkers in Santa Cruz and Monterey Coun ties --

32,872 in Monterey County and 16,705 in Santa Cruz County 53,

The need for additional development of affordable workforce housing is well
documented in the Housing Elements of Monterey and Santa Cruz Counties

(plus the Housing Hements of every loca | jurisdictions) . The need for affordable
farmworker housing is exacerbated by the restricted earning power of

farmworkers juxtaposed against the high  -cost of housing in the Salinas -Pajaro
study area.

The future development of subsidized housing that is permanently affordable

(deed restricted) for farmworkers and owned/operated by nonprofit housing

developers is constrained by limited sources of available financing. Since

Governor Br own Oobthehlif oni miad @ © nRedevel opment Pr oc¢
the eradication of regional Redevelopment Agencies, the primary sources of

53 USDA AgCensus 2012. Historically, the farmworker population has been undercounted in the
decennial count. Although the Census reports that overall Census has an undercount of 0.01%,
the undercount for the Hispanic population is approximately 1.5%
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financing for affordable housing in California are Low-Income Housing Tax
Credits (LIHTC) and, to some extent, the newly created, Cap and Trade

pro gram & specifically, Affordable Housing and Sustainable Communities
(AHSC), implemented in 2012 and in their third round of funding . Nearly all
affordable housing developed in the state relies on one of these two programs.
Because these are the primary fin  ancing sources available in California and
because these programs are used as a model for other California housing
financing programs, they are explored in greater detail in this report.

Other sections of this report provide further context for site select ion and
suitability by also reviewing demographic data to assess where housing might

be located based on where agricultural workers are currently living, how far

they are travelling to work, and the mode of travel they use. Consideration will
also be given to critical site characteristics such as:

1 The Preservation of Agricultural Land
Infill Development

Infrastructure and Services

Proximity to Current Populations
Environmental Considerations

= =4 -4

The purpose of presenting this examination of site suitability criteria is to identify
ideal parcels and areas that have the potential to provide access to resources
and a rich quality of life for residents  and will be most competitive for the
primary stat e and federal sources of financing currently available for the
development of affordable housing.

The emphasis here is placed on permanent multi -family affordable housing units
for rent, but this does not discount the need for strategies regarding

opportu nities for home ownership or temporary (seasonal) farmworker housing.
The focus on permanent multi  -family housing is driven by the local development
constraints 54 that curtail residential development and funding requirements that
favor multi -family housing.

Low-Income Housing Tax Credits and the Affordable Housing and Sustainable
Communities Program

This section of the study is intended to provide deeper insight into the prospect
of developing affordable housing for the farmworker population based on site
eligibility requirements under the Low  -Income Housing Tax Credits (LIHTC) and

Mac Taylor. Californiafés High Housing Costs: Causes
Office. State of California. March 2015. Page 19.
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the Affordable Housing and Sustainable Communities Program (AHSC). The
LIHTC program is administered by the California Tax Credit Allocation
Committee (CTCAC) and the AHSC Program Is administered by the Strategic
Growth Council (SGC) 55 see the chapter on funding  for more details about
these programs.

Most farmworker housing in the area, all the projects included in the case studies

presented , and most affordable housing developed a cross the state use LIHTC

as the primary financing component. Despite changes in federal tax legislation

that may affect the value of tax credits, or the use of other federal housing

finance programs, Low Income Housing Tax Credits 0 either 9% or 4% -- are often

the central financing component in California

Although AHSC is a relatively new program, many communities are looking to

this program as a potential resource not only for affordable and farmworker
housing, but also for the development of critical transportation services and
transportation infrastructure.

The applications, guidelines, and methodologies used in these programs are

rapidly being adopted for use in other state housing finance programs and

have garnered nati onal attention as a model of best practice. For example,
Californiads Veterans Housing andSIKibmel essnes
Infrastructure Grant (IIG) 57, Section 811 Project Rental Assistance %8, and No Place

Like Home (NPLH)>° programs all have varying levels of proximity requirements
demonstrating the projectds | ocation in relat
and employment centers, and transportation.

Isolating affordable housing in remote pockets of communities is no longer best
practice. Aside from general Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing goals and

laws, immediate proximity to resources and availability of transportation options

that facilitate greater access to other opportunities is critical to providing the

best pos sible quality of life for residents of affordable housing.

55 SB 732 established the Strategic Growth Council (SGC) in 2008. The SGC is composed of
agency secretaries from the Business Transportation and Housing Agency, the California Health
and Human Services Agen cy, California Environmental Protection Agency, the California Natural
Resources Agency, the director of the Governor's Office of Planning and Research, and a public
member, appointed by the Governor.

56 http://www.hcd.ca.gov/grants -funding/active -

funding/v hhp/docs/VHHP_Round_4 Proposed_Guidelines.pdf

57 http://www.hcd.ca.gov/grants -funding/nofas/docs/IIG  -Guidelines -10.2.2017-FINAL.pdf

58 http://www.calhfa.ca.gov/multifamily/section811/nofa/round -1l/1-round -Il-nofa.pdf
59 http://www.hcd.ca.gov/grants -funding/active -funding/docs/NPLHGuidelines082519 -v1.pdf
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Furthermore, t he tax credit program provides for a farmworker housing set -aside
and both programs also provide rural set  -asides. Communities in the study areas
qualify for these set -asides and so have additional competitiveness in these
programs and engagement in these programs should be prioritized.

As of January 2018, there are currently $2.689 million in Farmworker Assistance

Tax Credits. 80 These tax credits are allocated on a first  -come, first -serve

basis. Historically, these tax credits have been undersubscribed, with an annual
allocation of $500,000 that rolls over if unused. Most applications for these
farmworker credits will be matched with the use of 4% federal tax credits 61 1In
application susing 4 percent or Farmworker Tax Credits, the rural set -asides play
no role in these applications. Applicants are still able to apply for additional 9
percent credits, but this may not offer any true benefit because farmworker

credits hold the same val ue and operate in essentially the same way as the
standard 9 percent state credits. As this chapter moves further into eligible

areas, it will be important to remember that farmworker credits are not limited to
rural areas. 62

The AHSC Program is administe red by the State of California Strategic Growth
Council (SGC). SGC coordinates with the California Air Resources Board (ARB) to
ensure that each project will meet the investment goals of AB 35 and SB 535
(Chapter 830, Statutes 2012) and AB 1550 requirement s to maximize benefits to
Disadvantaged and Low -Income Communities. 63

Under AHSC, applicants must demonstrate how the project will reduce
greenhouse gas emissions, primarily through the reduction of vehicle miles
traveled. Projects are usually complex and include a mix of project elements
that may include affordable housing development, substantial transportation
components, extensive collaboration between developers and local

government, deep community engagement, and robust community benefits.

Both AHSC and LIHTC have extensive application processes, high thresholds,
strict amenity requirements, and comprehensive planning and engagement
protocols that developers must meet to be awarded. Because these programs 0

60 Personal correspondence with Mark Stivers, Executive Director, California TCAC. Janu ary 2018.
61 According to the Local Initiatives Support Corporation (LISC) an organization heavily involved

in tax credit projects, and analysis of the 2017 tax reform bill, tax credits will still be available

albeit at discounted rates due to the reduction of the corporate tax rate.

62 California Code of Regulations, Title 4, Division 17, Chapter 1. California Tax Credit Allocation
Committee Regulations Implementing the Federal and State Low Income Housing Tax Credits

Laws. December 2017. Section 10317: Page  14.

63 Affordable Housing and Sustainable Communities Program: FY 2016 -2017 Program Guidelines.
State of California Strategic Growth Council. Page 4. 2017.
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application processes are so labor intensive, and funds are so limited, these
programs are highly competitive . Only the very top scoring projects are funded

d with many award decisions coming down to a rigorous tie -breaker process.
Fortunately, for rural California, these programs also provide fundin g set-asides
and priority targeting for projects located in areas defined as rural by the State

of California. As mentioned previously, because of these factors, affordable

housing projects in the Salinas Pajaro study area would be more competitive in

the rural set-aside than they would otherwise be competing in the open

competitive process for statewide applications that includes the Los Angeles

and the Bay Area regions.

The goal of this section of the report is to summarily describe which areas
affordable housing developers should focus on to score well within the
competitive process using a combination of geospatial analysis measuring the
proximity of candidate sites within the data set. For locations where data sets
were not available, a more general ana lysishas been taken.

Identification of Eligible Areas that Qualify for Financing under AHSC

and LIHTC

This section describes the thresholds and scoring criteria necessary to compete
effectively for two current state funding resources, the Affordable Housi ng and
Sustainable Communities program and the Low -Income Housing Tax Credit
program.

Rural and Farmworker Housing Funding Set -Asides

The AHSC program has a ten percent (10%) set  -aside for projects in rural areas.
TCAC provides a twenty percent (20%)  set-aside of all annual nine percent (9%)
federal credits for projects in rural areas. Both programs determine rural eligibility
under Revenue and Taxation Code 23610.5(j)(5) and Health and Safety Code
50199.20. (See Appendix A: TCAC Rural Methodology). T here are three (3)

met hodol ogi es for determining a projectods

applications. 64

64 Memorandum. California Tax Credit Allocation Committee. January 19, 2018.
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The Definition of Rural

According to the Memorandum, Methodology for Determining Rural Status of
Project Site for 2018 Applications , published annually by TCAC, dated January
19, 2018:

0Section 50199.21 of the Health and Safety Co
that satisfies one of three criter8A on Janua
project competing in the rural set  -aside must demonstrate that the project area

is rural under one of the three methodologies listed under Section 50199.21 of

the Health and Safety Code and detailed in this memo:

1. Non-metropolitan Counties;
2. Rural Housing Service (RHS) Eligible Area; or
3.0SmallCitySt at us . 6

|l denti fication of EIligible ORuraloé Areas in t

Il n applying the rural community Otestd to the
Monterey Counties, the following are the results:

Methodology 1: Non -metropolitan Counties

21 of Cadb5Bdoanties areaconsidered non -metropolitan. Santa Cruz
County and Monterey County do not qualify as non -metropolitan counties.

Methodology 2: Rural Housing Service (RHS) Eligible Area

The following areas in Santa Cruz County and Monterey County are li sted as
oDesignated Places for Section 515 New Constr
them as a ORHS EIligible Areao by the U.S. Dep
RHS Eligible Areas in Santa Cruz County

The Pajaro Valley area in Santa Cruz County extends north from the southern

Santa Cruz County line to the northern boundary of the Pajaro Valley Water

District. The following areas are considered RHS Eligible Areas by TCAC (of these

three, only Watsonville is in the study area):

1. Ben Lomond (not in study area)

65 Memorandum. California  Tax Credit Allocation Committee. January 19, 2018.
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2. Felton (not in study area)
3. Watsonville

RHS Eligible Areas in Monterey County

The Salinas Valley area of Monterey County extends from the Santa Cruz County
boundary in the north south through the Salinas Valley and includes the
following areas (All seven (7) locations are included in th e study area):
Castroville

Chualar

Gonzales 66

Las Lomas

Salinas

San Lucas

Soledad 67

NookwhE

Methodology 3: Small City Status

This third methodology is more involved as this process attempts to reconcile the
presence of rural areas in ¢ ounties that are not designated rural in Step 1 and

do not qualify under Step 2. The process for
OA project area may be rural wunder the Small C
that both of the following conditions are met:

1) The projectis in an incorporated city having a population of 40,000 or less, or

in an unincorporated area which adjoins a city having a population of 40,000 or

|l ess. The cityds | atest population estimate in
Report E-1 : 2016 Population Estimates (O0ODOF 2016 Pc
included in Exhibit C of this memo.  AND

2) The projectds census tract is not designate
the 2010 Census Data located at the American FactFinder at the U.S. Census

Bureau website to determine whether a census tract is rural or urbanized. Note: a

census tract designated as either oruralé or 0
rural. A census tract designated as oO0inside wur
rur as . o

66 |dentified as eligible high -need communities for rural rental housing from the FY 2011/2012
Annual Plan supplement to the State of CA, 2010 -2015 Consolidated Plan.

67 |dentified as eligible high -need com munities for rural rental housing from the FY 2011/2012
Annual Plan supplement to the State of CA, 2010 -2015 Consolidated Plan.

68 Memorandum. California Tax Credit Allocation Committee. January 18, 2017.
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This analysis is done at the census tract level based on the characteristics of
each block within that census tract. As a result, rural determination of a project
area often cannot be accomplished until the project site is determined.

In the Paja ro Valley area of the Santa Cruz County study area, there are no
areas tha t qualify under Methodology 3.

Il n Monterey Countyds Salinas Valley, potenti a
designations under Methodology 3 are:

1. Greenfield

2. King City
Summaryof 0O Rur al 6 Locations within the Salinas Pa

The application of the TCAC rural methodology to the Salinas Pajaro Valley

region indicates that there are ten (10) locales where projects could potentially
apply under the rural set -aside int he LIHTC and AHSC programs. Table 1 4: TCAC
Methodology for Determining Rural Status and Funding Eligibly lists these

locations. It should be highlighted that Greenfield and King City may include
rural designations, depending on the specific project site.

TABLE14: TCAC METHODOLOGY FORDETERMININGRURALSTATUS ANDFUNDING ELIGIBILITY

TCAC Methodology for Determining Rural Status
Rural
Santa Cruz County
Watsonville
Monterey County
Castroville
Chualar
Gonzales
Los Lomas
Salinas
San Lucas
Soledad
May Be Rural
Monterey County
Greenfield
King City

The TCAC eligible areas are mapped in Map 1: Santa Cruz County TCAC
Eligibility and Map 2: Monterey County TCAC Eligibility.
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MAP 1: SANTA CRUZCOUNTYELIGIBILITY

Santa Cruz County
TCAC Eligibility Areas for Determining Rural Status
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MAP 2: MONTEREYC OUNTYELIGIBILITY

Monterey County
TCAC Eligibility Areas for Determining Rural Status

O a5 Loma?

O Castroville

@ Salinas

Del Rey Oakes

Marina

Sand City/Seaside
Pacific Grove

Monterey
Carmel-by-the Sea

5 ynjcm__m_‘
mo_.ﬁm_mm& a

D& Soledad

-~

[ euaiBLE CITY

[ PossiBLY ELIGIBLE
O  ELIGIBLE PLACE
——— COUNTY BOUNDARY

MW Greenville

ﬁm King City

© San Lucas

ML LT IMiles
0 5 10 20 30 40

82010 County of Santa Clara, all rights reserved, Esri, HERE, Delorme, Mapmyl
OpenStreetMap contributors, and the GIS us er community

A

N

75| Page

for Salinas Valley and

Draft April 2018 Farmworker Housing Study and Action Plan

Pajaro Valley



Specific Site Suitability Criteria for Determining Project Sites

TCAC Proximity Requirements

The following tables, Table 15: TCAC Proximity Requirements & Transit Amenities
and Table 16: TCAC Proximity Requirements 9 Other Amenities , show the
maximum distance that a resource must be located in relation to the project site

as well as the points garnered for meeting these proximity requirements under

the TCAC LIHTC application.

TABLE15 TCAC PROXIMITYREQUIREMENTS- TRANSITAMENITIES MAXIMUM POINTS IN EACH
CATEGORY

TCAC Proximity Requirements

Transit Amenities

Description Distance |Points
Bus Rapid Transit, Light Rail Station, Commuter Rail Station, |
Terminal, Bus Station, or Public Bus Stop; 30 minute headway
at least two departures during each peak period for a commute
rail station or ferry terminal); Monday through Friday; Density
greater than 25 units per acre 1/3 Mile 7|

Bus Rapid Transit, Light Rail Station, Commuter Rail Station, |
Terminal, Bus Station, or Public Bus Stop; 30 minute headway
at least two departures during each peak period for a commute
rail station or ferry terminal); Monday through Friday 1/3 Mile 6

Bus Rapid Transit, Light Rail Station, Commuter Rail Station, |
Terminal, Bus Station, or Public Bus Stop; 30 minute headway
at least two departures during each peak period for a commute
rail station or ferry terminal); Monday through Friday 1/2 Mile 5
Bus Rapid Transit, Light Rail Station, Commuter Rail Station, |
Terminal, Bus Station, or Public Bus Stop (For rural set-aside
projects, full points may be awarded where van or dial-a-ride
service is provided to tenants, if costs of obtaining and
maintaining the van and its service are included in the budget
the operating schedule is either on demand by tenants or a

regular schedule is provided) 1/3 Mile 4
Bus Rapid Transit, Light Rail Station, Commuter Rail Station, |

Terminal, Bus Station, or Public Bus Stop 1/2 Mile 3
In addition to one of the above:

Transit Passes: One per Low-Income Unit 3
Transit Passes: One per each 2 Low-Incomte Unit 2

Source: 2017 CTCAC Program Guidelines
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TABLEL16: TCAC PROXIMITY REQUIREMENTS O THERAMENITIESY MAXIMUM POINTS IN EACH CATEGORY

TCAC Proximity Requirements
Other Amenities
Distance
Description Urban Rural | Points
Public Park 1/2 Mile |1 Mile 3
3/4 Mile [1.5 Miles 2
Library 1/2 Mile |1 Mile 3
1 Mile |2 Miles 2
Grocery
25,000 SF+ 1/2 Mile |1 Mile 5
1 Mile |2 Miles 4
2 Mile |3 Miles 3
5,000 SF+ 1/4 Mile |1/2 Mile 4
1/2 Mile |1 Mile 3
Weekly Farmers Market 1/2 Mile 2
1 Mile 1
Medical Clinic
Qualifying Provider 40+ Hours Per Week; Medi4{1/2 Mile |1 Mile 3
1Mile |1.5Miles 2
Pharmacy 1/2 Mile |1 Mile 2
1 Mile |2 Miles 1
Source: 2017 CTCAC Program Guidelines
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AHSC Proximity Requirements
Similarly, the Affordable Housing and Sustainable Communities program uses
proximity requirements as well , as seenin Table 17: AHSC Proximity

Requirements .

TABLE17: AHSC PROXIMITY REQUIREMENT® MAXIMUM POINTS IN EACH CATEGORY

AHSC: Proximity Requirements
Distance

Description Urban | Rural Points
Qualifying Transit
Fixed or flexible transit that departs two (2) or more
times during peak hours as defined by the transit
operator. Rural projects may include a transit stop i
part of their project proposal. 1/2 Mile | 1/2 Mile Threshold
Location Efficiency and Access
Grocery
Must meet CalFresh program requirements 1/2 Mile |1/2 Mile 0.5
Medical Clinic
Must accept Medicare 1/2 Mile [1/2 Mile 0.5
Public Elementary, Middle or High School 1/2 Mile |1/2 Mile 0.9
Source: 2017-2018 AHSC Program Guidelines

Additional Consideration for Site Suitability Criteria

Although the specific site suitability criteria that will determine the eligibility and
competitiveness for AHSC and/or LIHTC funding have been prioritized, the
feasibility of the project will also depend upon the unique characteristics of the

project site and local zoning and planning requirements of each municipality
and/or county.

Local Context for Determining Site Suitability Criteria

There are many local constraints to developing affordable housing for
farmworkers in the Salinas and Pajaro Valleys. Du ring interviews with local and
regional developers who have experience in the study area, there are

numerous factors that affect the development of permanent farmworker

housing such as:

1. Site Availability,

78| Page
Draft April 2018 Farmworker Housing Study and Action Plan for Salinas Valley and
Pajaro Valley



2. Site Affordability, and
3. Cost of Construction (inclu ding labor).

Site Availability

To be economically feasible, developers of affordable housing typically require
a standard of at least 30 units per development , but usually 40 units and even 60
units is preferred . Potential sites must be large enoughto ac ~ commodate the
necessary units within the context of zoning requirements like:

1. Minimum Site Area,

Minimum Lot Size,

Minimum Area per Dwelling Unit,
Minimum Site Setbacks,

Parking Standards,

Density Requirements,
Maximum Building Height.

No s~ ®D

There may be addit ional standards and requirements necessary that require the
project to conform to planning and zoning regulations specific to multifamily
housing and/or affordable housing requirements. While density bonuses are
available, the additional units afforded to the developer may not be sufficient
to meet the target number of units, or the revenue needed to close the

of undi n € fogeaopaimic feasibility.

For example, in June of 2007, Santa Cruz County rezoned a total of 26.5 acres to
accommodate lower income ho using needs at the state -established default
density of 20 wunits per acre. Although,
credit application, it would not be as competitive in an AHSC competition

where even higher density projects & sometimes up to 80 units/acre in urban
areas, and over 30 units/acre in some rural communities -- are rewarded under
the scoring methodology.

Agricultural employers seeking to provide privately -sponsored workforce housing
may need to locate a minimum of three acres to accom modate the
development of a minimum of 60 units in a multi -family project. In 2015 -16, as an

example, one employer could find no suitable sites of this size within the City of
Salinas.

69 A funding gap is the amount of money needed to fund the ongoing operations or future development of
an affordable housing project that is not currently provided by cash, equity or debt. The funding gap is
created when subsidized rents do not generate sufficient income to cover the long term annual expenses
associated with the project.
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Site Affordability

Santa Cruz and Monterey Counties have some of the most expensive real estate
in California. The utilization of undeveloped land for multifamily residential

projects competes with other commercial uses. Developers of affordable

housing compete with other developers for residential and other commercial

parc els that could otherwise be used for multi  -family housing projects.

In situations where developers or communities look to rezone commercial land
for multifamily residential use, cost may be prohibitive. The affordability of a
given parcel can be a simple issue of supply and demand. In  a March 2015

report commi ssioned by the State of California Le
residential land in the average U.S. metropolitan area was around $20,000 per

acre, compared to over $150 mét@LOIharecEéd| i f orni a
survey on loopnet.com (a real estate listing tool) there was only one residential ly

zoned vacant property listed for sale in the study area  -- a 7.67 -acre lot for $1.7

million dollars. An examination of the listing indicated that t he 7 .67-acre lot in

Salinas is still in the process of gaining entitlements to do multi -family housing on

site.

Smaller commercial ly zoned lots are available between $400,000 and $1,000,000
per acre, however, these lots would still need to be rezoned to allow multi -family
housing under the Mixed Use (MX) or Focused Growth zoning designation for the
project to achieve necessary increased density. Depending on the density of
the development, this would equate to $40,000 to $100,000 per residential unit of
land c ost alone -- well above the 15 percent industry average for land costs as a
percentage of development cost. 71 Rezoning smaller parcels from a
commercial zoning designation to residential or mixed use can be additionally
difficult because commercially zoned property may be seen as more valuable
than residentially zoned property because it has the potential to provide greater

tax revenue for the jurisdiction.

Cost of Construction

Construction costs are about 20 percent more expensive in California than in

the rest of the country. 72 Building costs are up nationwide due to labor

shortages, increased costs of building materials (exacerbated by 2017 disasters
such as the hurricanes and Napa fires), and rising cost indices. 73 Use of federal

"State of California. Legislative Analystoés Office Rep:
71 Affordable Housing Cost Study. State of Washington Department of Commerce. September
2009. Page 18.
722017 RSMeans.
73 Turner Construction Cost Index, 4Q 2017.
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funds also triggers Davis -Bacon prevailing wage rates. Numerous studies have
indicated that application of prevailing wage raises construction costs in rural
areas an average of 25 percent.

Local government development fees, such as impact and mitigation fees, not
only directly add  to the cost of a project but can also incur additional costs due
to the increased timeline  -- as it takes additional time for evaluation and
determination of the applicability of these fees, as well as possible negotiation
of development agreements. In the case that an affordable housing
development may be eligible for fee waivers, those waivers must be justified
and requested according to the local planning process.

The site suitability criteria above provide the initial due diligence required to
determine if a potential affordable housing site meets the threshold for eligibility
for the LIHTC and AHSC programs. These programs are intentionally designed to
present a m odel for sustainable growth in California and are indicative of the
direction that state funding resources are moving toward regarding the

allocation of funds to affordable housing development projects. Accordingly,

the local and regional Housing Elements required by the state directly and
indirectly seek to align these considerations when these government entities are
evaluating population and employment growth within the context of housing

need. (Further details on planning alignment and site suitability are provided in
the section on the Intersection of Jobs, Housing, and Transit.)

The identification of ideal sites for the development of affordable housing
projects requires additional consideration such as:

1 Infill Development

1 The Preservation of Agricult ural Land
1 Infrastructure and Services
1 Proximity to Current Populations
1 Environmental Considerations
Infill
To sustainably grow and meet development needs, California promotes and
prioritizes locating projects in areas that are already developed. In so do ing, the
AHSC program guidelines require that al-I proj
defined as a site with 75 percent of the perimeter adjoining parcels that are
currently developed with qualified urban uses. 74
“ln order to qualify as an infil!/ site, the site must
meaning that it fulfills one of the following requirements: a. located within an incorporated city
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