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FOOD POLICY FORUM 
MEETING NOTES  
 
October 6, 2022: 1:00pm-4:00pm; Webinar  
 
Food Policy Forum Meeting Attendees 
Members 

First Last Affiliation Attendance 
Aaron Czyzewski Food Lifeline Y 
Addie Candib American Farmland Trust  N 
Ali  Jensen Whatcom County Health Department (Alternate for Chris Elder) Y 
Alyssa  Auvinen Washington State Dept of Health Y 

Aslan Meade Thurston Economic Development Council  N 
Babette  Roberts Washington State Department of Social and Health Services  N 
Brian Estes LINC Foods Y 
Brooklyn  Holton Initiative for Rural Innovation and Stewardship Y 
Chad  Kruger Washington State University Y 
Chris  Elder Whatcom County Public Works Y 
Chris Pettit Washington State Conservation Commission N 
Chris  Voigt WA State Potato Commission  Y 
Christina  Wong Northwest Harvest Y 
Claire  Lane Washington State Anti-Hunger and Nutrition Coalition N 
Colleen  Donovan Washington State Farmers Market Association N 
Dan  Wood WA State Dairy Federation N 

Dani Madrone American Farmland Trust (Alternate for Addie Candib) Y 

Derek  Sandison WA Department of Agriculture N 

Diane  Dempster Clark County Food System Council Y 

Diana  Carlen WA Association of Wheat Growers N 

Jon DeVaney WA Tree Fruit Association Y 

Judy  Warnick WA State Legislature Y 

Kate Delavan Washington State Conservation Commission  N 

Kirsten Ringen Food Northwest N 

Laura Raymond Washington State Department of Agriculture Y 
Leanne Eko Washington Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction N 
Linda  Neunzig Snohomish County Y 
Marcia  Ostrom WSU- Food Systems Program  Y 
Mary Dye Washington State Legislature N 

Mary Embleton King Conservation District Y 

Melissa  Spear Tilth Alliance Y 

Mia  Gregerson Washington State Legislature Y 



 Food Policy Forum –October 6, 2022 | Page 2 

Nate  Lewis WA Farmland Trust Y 

Paige DeChambeau Washington State Conservation Commission  Y 

PJ Cawley Charlie’s Produce Y 
Richard Conlin Conlin Columbia Partnership for Cities N 
Ron  Shultz Washington State Conservation Commission Y 
Tim  Crosby Thread Fund Y 

Tom  Salzer WA Association of Conservation Districts N 

Trish Twomey WA Food Coalition N 

Yasmin  Trudeau WA State Legislature Y 

vacant  WA State Farm Bureau  

 
Non-Members 

First Last Affiliation  

Karla  Heinitz State Conservation Commission 
Sarah  Wilcox State Conservation Commission 
Tatum Bartlett WSDA 
Yoshi Kumara House Democratic Caucus 
Gopal  Mulukutla Dept. of Health 
Madi  Roy WSDA 
Eric Williams Second Harvest 
Paul D’Agnolo Office of Farmland Preservation 

 
Facilitation and meeting support provided by Ross Strategic. 

CONTEXT SETTING 
Since March, the Informing Land Use Policy team has been meeting regularly, hosted an August listening session 
on Patterns and Drivers of Agricultural land loss, and has created a list of recommendations for the Forum to 
consider. This meeting was slated as an opportunity to review the recommendations the team created. The 
meeting’s focus was described as follows: 

• Learn about the Informing Land Use Policy Team’s work to identify, discuss, and evaluate a set of land 
use policy solutions for reflection and discussion.  

• Engage in learning and education to understand the context and need for the proposed solutions. 
• Gain greater clarity about the complexity and opportunity offered by the team's ideas. 

 
The following visual was shared to describe the process that led to establishing the Food Policy Forum’s three 
action teams, including the Informing Land Use policy team, that presented a set of recommendations during 
today’s meeting. 
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Looking ahead – The team will meet again in October to reflect on what they heard from their Forum colleagues 
in response to their proposed recommendations. The current process sketch includes voting on these 
recommendations on December 1st. This means final recommendations will be ready for the Forum to review by 
November 1.  
 
Linda Neunzig of Snohomish County provided background information on the importance of Farmland 
Preservation and the complexity of the issues at hand. Linda acknowledged that saving farmland is difficult and 
that while land use solutions are only one part of the puzzle, they are the focus of this set of recommendations. 
Focusing on land use planning and policy solutions at this time does not indicate a stance from the team that 
considerations of economic viability, succession planning and other factors that impact longevity are of less 
importance.  
 
Linda has seen acres of prime farmland in Snohomish lost; some of it has been paved over by large corporations. 
She urged the audience, that if we are not really paying attention, more corporations may pave over irreplaceable 
farmland. These developments often bring with them the effects of urban sprawl, such as parcellation and 
fragmentation, increased cost of farmland, conflict between neighbors and more. While zoning for agricultural 
land has provided some protection it is not enough. Washington needs a response appropriate to the magnitude 
of the issue.  
 
The following solutions were reviewed by the team for Forum consideration. Each recommendation was reviewed 
and discussed.  
 

SOLUTIONS: GROWTH MANAGEMENT ACT 
Growth Management Act (GMA) Introduction: The GMA was adopted in 1990 in response to concerns about 
uncoordinated and unplanned growth and threats to the environment and health, safety and high quality of life 
enjoyed by the state. The act provides tools for counties and cities to direct growth, protect rural character, and 
preserve natural resource lands. It includes 14 goals and a number of requirements to develop comprehensive 
plans. All counties and cities are required to designate and protect critical areas and natural resources lands. This 
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meeting focused on agricultural resource lands. Note: certain counties are full-planning counties meaning they 
are required to fully follow GMA, but there are 10 or 11 that are not full-planning counties.  

 
Urban Infill 
Framing:  

This recommendation was framed as the urban side of the equation. The concept presented in this 
recommendation is also known as middle housing, but instead of using that term, this recommendation aims to 
articulate exactly what that is. Essentially, this would allow property owners in urban areas to build more diverse 
housing options within the areas that are already developed and have access to urban services, rather than 
encroach on farmland. Presenters shared that Rep Bateman has a bill, HB 1782, about middle housing and the 
topic has been considered by the Legislature in the past.  
 
Recommendation: 

Discourage further expansion of urban growth areas by requiring cities to allow more options for in-fill housing in 
all residential areas, including but not limited to accessory dwelling units, duplexes, triplexes, townhomes, and 
courtyard apartments. 
 
Discussion  

What is infill? In urban areas space for housing remains within already developed areas. Currently, there are a lot 
restrictions around building. Infill is looking at how we can make better use of space in developed areas – that is 
close to jobs, already has roads, sewer, and makes best use of infrastructure that exists. 
Highest and best use: One of the tension points is the highest and best use of land and how that plays out – 
sometimes it is codified sometimes the assumption is that it is development. Highest and best use is set by the 
county assessor and refers to how much tax revenue can be generated for local government. 
Buildable lands survey: A participant raised a Growth Management Act requirement, the Buildable Lands Survey 
as another aspect to consider. Presenters agreed to look into that before the action team regroups on October 
13th. Mary Embleton, of King Conservation District, shared some of the work that has been done in King County is 
not just buildable lands but is also identifying farmable but unfarmed lands. In KC most agricultural land is in flood 
plain, which creates issues for putting anything else there but agriculture. 
Political stickiness: There was discussion that this recommendation really fits at what is the heart of GMA 
(increase density to provide urban services) but participants highlighted a major challenge is the politics. Others 
chimed in that while it is sticky, it is also very important and therefore valuable for Forum to weigh-in from food 
perspective, an underrepresented voice in these conversations. Others agreed, that the issue is sticky but really 
important and wondered if there was a county model moving in this direction to draw upon. 
Effects on affordability: Participants raised the issue of gentrification, and that current infill rates are not meeting 
housing demands, which can raise housing costs in urban areas, which can cause more people to seek cheaper 
housing outside of city limits. To that effect, another asked, what coalitions could be built around housing 
affordability solutions to pair with infill proposals? Presenters assured the group that this coalition work is 
happening and others are drilling in on housing affordability. 

https://app.leg.wa.gov/billsummary?BillNumber=1782&Year=2021&Initiative=false
https://apps.leg.wa.gov/wac/default.aspx?cite=458-07-030#:%7E:text=Unless%20specifically%20provided%20otherwise%20by,return%20on%20the%20owner's%20investment.
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Need for some rural expansion: Senator Warnick raised potential concern with the phrase ‘discourage further 
expansion of UGA’ because in her area, they need the farmland and they also need the processing plants. For 
example, in Moses Lake we have very large potato processing plant built within UGA not within farmland. The 
question was posed, ‘if we are discouraging expansion of UGA, where do we put those?’ One-size fits all, don’t 
expand UGA might not work in all areas. Presenters shared that this phrase is meant to contextualize why we are 
talking about urban infill, and it can be reworked to address this concern. 
Urban agriculture: Marcia Ostrom of WSU raised the context of urban farming and the importance of farming 
going on that are zoned for development. A suggestion was made that this recommendation should include some 
assessment about how land is currently being used. Another participant suggested the addition of “in all non-
agricultural” residential areas and others expressed agreement.  

 
City Annexation and UGA Expansion 
Framing:  

This recommendation was presented as still under consideration by the action team. The intent behind the 
recommendation is accounting for the agricultural land that is potentially lost when a city or Urban Growth Area 
(UGA) does need to expand. Presenters noted that some of the language in this recommendation is modeled off 
content in King County’s comprehensive plan. This recommendation covers both city annexation and UGA because 
of distinctions between full planning counties and counties that are not full planning. City annexation is the 
mechanism for not full planning counties and UGA is the mechanism for full planning counties.  
 
Recommendation: 

Require completion of an agricultural impact statement before allowing a city annexation or urban growth area 
expansion and require that any loss of agricultural land is mitigated by conserving lost acreage with adjacent 
farmland that is comparable in size, soil quality, and agricultural value at a minimum rate of five acres conserved 
or for every acre lost. 
 

Discussion:  

Enthusiasm for and discussion about agricultural impact statements: Some members expressed enthusiasm for 
this approach, agreeing that when people making decisions are forced to ask a different set of questions than the 
ones they may be used to, it often leads to different outcomes. Others suggested going beyond an agricultural 
impact statement, to some type of comparative analysis to review costs and benefits to conversions.  
 
Participants inquired if there are any areas in the state using agricultural impact statements now. Ron Shultz from 
SCC indicated that the closest thing is the “de-designation process” that currently is required in the comprehensive 
planning process if a county is going to change a parcel from agricultural to something else. This, however, does 
not require an agricultural impact statement and currently, once agricultural lands are within a UGA, it allows for 
a change in zoning.  
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A question arose around a scenario in which there is no adjacent land to protect. Presenters from the action team 
indicated that there was language to this effect in the King County comprehensive plan that served as inspiration 
for this recommendation, and they would look at it before the next team meeting.   
 
Considering mitigation: A participant pointed out that this recommendation seems to cover two ideas: the 
agricultural impact statement and mitigation and while the Forum seems enthusiastic about the ag impact 
statement, the mitigation is written one-size-fits all, which may not be the strongest option. Presenters explained 
that the desire to maintain these ideas as one recommendation is to add ‘teeth’ to the ag impact statement. There 
is hesitation to put forth a process that would not result in change. Members agreed that an ag impact statement 
would need ‘teeth’ but the mitigation approach prescribed in this recommendation may be just one of many 
options and the recommendation could be re-worded to encompass more flexibility.  
 
Comparisons with Environmental Impact Statements: A participant inquired if the intention was for an ag impact 
statement to mirror the process of an environmental impact statement (EIS) and presenters agreed that was an 
initial idea. The details of an ag impact statement would need to be discussed later, including to address the 
concern a member raised about the process being abused by NIMBY residents opposed to change in their area.  
 

Limited Areas of More Intensive Rural Development (LAMIRDs) 
 
Framing:  

This recommendation was written with an understanding that there are potential risks alongside the potential 
benefits of increasing development in rural communities. The motivation for this request is a curiosity around if 
Limited Areas of More Intensive Rural Development (LAMIRDs) could be a a release valve for sprawling 
development we are seeing in agricultural land. 
 
Recommendation: 

Fund the Office of Farmland Preservation and Commerce to evaluate how concentrating growth in Limited Areas 
of More Intensive Rural Development (LAMIRDs) could be used to prevent or mitigate loss of farmland and rural 
sprawl. 
 
Discussion:  

The group discussed that this could be a possible opportunity to draw a connection to a comment that was made 
earlier in the discussion, around needing venues for rural development for buildings such as processing facilities.  
Participants expressed curiosity around examples of LAMIRD infill, but at this time the team members are not 
aware of any because the law limiting growth is universally applied state-wide. The hope would be part of what 
the study would look at, if funded, is examples from other states.  

SOLUTIONS: NATURAL RESOURCES  
 

Water Availability 
Framing:  
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The Growth Management Act and the Watershed Management Act are two leading pieces of legislation that 
impact land use decisions in Washington state. At present, these two acts do not do a great job communicating 
with each other, practitioners have seen them often as mutually exclusive and in conflict. The intention of this 
recommendation is an initiative that helps to clarify the relationship between these two foundational acts. The 
team would hope that this process would result in more coordination between those two acts and more direction 
to counties about how these two acts can be better integrated. This is a budget proposal for a study.  
 

Recommendation: 

Evaluate and clarify the relationship between the Growth Management Act and Watershed Management Act to 
plan for adequate legal water for lands zoned for or currently utilized for agriculture across the state. Supporting 
text: This study should find a pathway to legal water access and include opportunities for water use conservation, 
irrigation modernization, soil health improvements, minimum ecosystem protections, and complementing zoned 
land uses. 
 

Discussion  

Proposed further emphasis on collaboration: Forum members proposed the addition of language that instructs 
the Legislature to fund projects that seed collaboration as a way of further emphasizing beyond “evaluating and 
clarify”. The intention would be to demonstrate the importance of fostering collaboration between competing 
but necessary priorities of people, fish and farms.  
 
Existing efforts: Senator Warnick called attention to the Foster Water Task Force and other existing efforts such 
as the Skagit Water Availability task force. Work of the Forum should not be duplicative or interfere with existing 
collaborative efforts. Participants cited the importance of including tribes in these conversations and Senator 
Warnick informed the group that tribes are involved in both of the aforementioned work groups. Additionally, the 
Yakima integrated plan was cited as a successful effort and that a briefing with the Yakima nation could be 
worthwhile.  
 
Next Steps: Participants offered that the group may be interested in a briefing from a water lawyer regarding 
Foster.  Representative Gregerson stated that a proper next step could be a work session in the committee and 
other Forum members agreed that a work session that includes looking at Foster and Skagit makes sense. 
 
Water and climate: Chris Voigt, Executive Director of the Potato Commission mentioned work the Commission is 
doing with Climatologist Nick Bond. Voigt indicated that the models they have seen indicate that what California 
is experiencing is going to be the norm and therefore Washington is going to need expand to accommodate 
diminished agricultural production in California. Other members agreed that the thought of retiring ag land 
because of lack of water is a very scary topic and one that urgently needs to be addressed.  
 

Solar Siting 
Framing: 
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This recommendation is an acknowledgement of the ongoing Least-Conflict Solar process taking place in the 
Columbia Plateau. This recommendation encourages the legislature to be responsive to this process that they 
funded. 
 
Recommendation: 

Implement policies that direct renewable energy development onto lands identified as having “least conflict” 
through the Least-Conflict Solar Siting process on the Columbia Plateau, funded by the Legislature for the current 
process. Prioritizing renewable energy development on lands already developed should be the highest priority. 
 
Discussion: 

Participants asked for clarification if the phrase ‘lands already developed’ in the recommendation included 
agricultural land. The action team clarified that they did not intend for agricultural land to be included in that 
phrase and that the intention of the recommendation is to further discourage agricultural land to be converted 
for solar. The team noted the need to clarify this recommendation language. 
 
Alexandra James from Skagit Conservation District asked a question regarding incentives for preservation. The 
action team agreed to consider adding further language to this effect in their recommendations.   

SOLUTIONS: FUNDING AND LAND ACQUISITION 

 
Permanent Protection of Farmland 
Framing: 

This is almost reiterating a recommendation that Forum has already made about the severe need for funding for 
permanent protection of Farmland. This is a recognition that zoning is not the answer for everything. This funding 
could include Transfer of Development Rights and other projects including WWRP funding.  
Recommendation:  

Increase and make permanent the funding and staff support needed for farmland protection transactions, 
including advancing the previous Forum request of $100 million dollars to apply to the purchase of development 
rights and agricultural conservation easements. 
 
Discussion:  

Riparian Buffers: With relationship to protecting farmland, participants raised a question around if the group was 
considering how to protect farmland if riparian regulations are imposed. In response, presenters noted that in 
group meetings leading up to this meeting, they talked quite a bit about the Riparian Buffer Act but landed on not 
including mention of it. This recommendation was framed as a request for action and the list as a whole was 
intended to avoid becoming a list of everything group did NOT want the legislature to do. Many participants 
expressed concern over the Riparian Buffer Act and what it could mean for agricultural land preservation in the 
future.  
 

https://www.energy.wsu.edu/RenewableEnergy/LeastConflictSolar.aspx
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Interest in flexibility and new creative programs: Nate Lewis from Washington Farmland Trust indicated an 
interest in seeing a carveout to expand upon/reconsider criteria that are utilized for permanent protection of 
farmland. This would avoid leaning on existing programs entirely for framework to address conservation issues 
that are a lot more complicated than what conservation and ag has looked like in the past. Others agreed and 
presenters affirmed that a roundtable to address emerging needs would be a good inclusion.  
 

Support for Local Governments 
Framing:  

This recommendation recognizes that much of the work necessary for protecting agricultural lands happen at the 
local level and counties don’t always have the resources they require in order to do this work. This 
recommendation represents the Forum’s commitment to support the entities responsible in carrying out the 
important work of protecting Washington’s agricultural land.  
 

Recommendation:  

Significantly increase financial and technical support for local governments and conservation districts to develop 
and implement tools to retain farmland, such as transfer of development rights programs, especially for under-
resourced counties at high risk of losing farmland. This should include an evaluation of local regulations and 
programs that can support or impede agriculture. 
 
Discussion 

No comments  
 

Impact of Public Land Acquisition Projects  
Framing: 

This recommendation is similar to the previous recommendation on agricultural impact statements; however, it 
is specific to the projects carried out by state agencies. This would be for projects that take farmland out of 
production, such as state highways, transmission lines, airports etc. The group shared that there was recently 
legislature related to this idea that did not pass.  There is value in getting the information about how agricultural 
land is lost and the idea was to start with state agencies.  
 
Recommendation:  

Require state agencies to complete an agricultural impact statement for public projects that involve the 
acquisition and/or conversion of farmland. 
 
Discussion: 

Past opposition: Concern around the bill in the past was related to salmon recovery. Groups were worried that 
for land acquisition for projects related to salmon recovery, if this agricultural impact statement were to come out 
it would decrease interest in salmon recovery. Presenters indicated that this would be a venue to consider the 
dialogue around two competing state priorities: salmon restoration and agricultural land preservation. 
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Additionally, agency staff took issue with how much potential staff time this impact statement would require; 
participants believed this concern could easily be assuaged with how short the impact statement is.  

 

NEXT STEPS 
 

• Subcommittee is meeting throughout the end of October to refine recommendations.  
• Recommendations final by November 1st for internal agency review.  
• Vote on December 1st.  

 
Petra Vallila-Buchman, Ross Strategic facilitator closed the meeting and thanked participants for their time.  
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