
California Regional Water Quality Control Board 
Central Coast Region 

895 Aerovista Place, Suite 101, San Luis Obispo, California 93401-7906 

(805) 549-3147 � Fax (805) 543-0397 

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralcoast 

California Environmental Protection Agency 
 

  Recycled Paper 

Linda S. Adams. 

Secretary for 

Environmental Protection 

Arnold Schwarzenegger 

Governor 

 

 

 

          Agricultural Order Renewal 
 

Public Comments and Alternatives to 
 

02/01/2010 Preliminary Draft Staff Recommendations 
 

Group 15: Comment Letters 
 

All of these letters were received after the deadline of April 1
st
, 2010. 

 

 

Comment ID Affiliation Date Received 
 
A32 

 
California Association of Nurseries and Garden 
Centers 

 
5/13/2010 

A33 San Luis Obispo County Cattlemen 6/02/2010 

D6 Bill Coy 6/05/2010 

D7 Bradley R. Miles 6/05/2010 

D8 Rick Shade 6/05/2010 

F70 William Thomas/ Best Best & Krieger LLP 6/04/2010 

F71 OSR Enterprises/ Price, Postel & Parma LLP 6/04/2010 

FB8 San Benito Farm Bureau 6/03/2010 

FB9 California Farm Bureau 6/04/2010 

M17 Senator Strickland 5/24/2010 

M18 County of San Benito 5/28/2010 

P23 Ralph Bishop 5/24/2010 

P24 Carol Georgi 5/25/2010 

T7 Rachelle Antinetti 6/04/2010 

T8 Jim Moore 5/19/2010 

U16 Environmental Justice Coalition for Water 6/04/2010 

 



Dear Angela, 
 
  
 
Our working group notes that, upon study, considerable difference of opinion exists between facts found in 
the public regulatory record and the representations staff made  
 
* in the preliminary draft order (§§64-66, 68-69, 74, and 76, but especially §§127 and 130),  
* at presentations at our meeting of April 30 ("Growing high quality ornamental flowers and plants 
requires large amounts of water, fertilizer, and pesticides"; "Toxicity from Pesticides"; "Santa Maria River 
Toxicity"), and  
* at the workshop presentation yesterday regarding nurseries' use of agricultural plant health 
products as being causative of toxicity for invertebrates and fish measured in surface waters and 
groundwater.  
 
In nurseries' case, these false representations are foundational and were apparently offered to provide 
cause for proposing to invoke specific remedies and regulatory mandates on nursery operations. 
 
  
At our meeting on Friday, April 30, in response to our specific inquiry seeking to clarify issues of major 
concern, staff expressed their strong and specific concern over nurseries' alleged excess use of two specific 
compounds: chlorpyrifos and diazinon. As you are aware, the draft preliminary order contains significant 
compliance and regulatory burdens to prevent nurseries from polluting surface streams and groundwater as 
a direct result of these two compounds' use. That these presumptive uses are attributable to nurseries must 
be supported by specific scientific data in your possession, but such data was not provided to us nor to 
other stakeholders.  
 
  
 
Using county pesticide reports for a nearly 20 year period, our group created the attached spreadsheet 
detailing use of the two compounds of special concern in nursery/greenhouse operations in the 
geographically significant Region 3 counties (Data for Santa Cruz, Monterey, San Benito, San Luis Obispo, 
and Santa Barbara counties; because only small geographic portions of Ventura, San Mateo and Santa Clara 
counties are included in Region 3, we did not pull data for them.) Please refer to the attached spreadsheet. 
 
  
 
The resolution of these data maintained by DPR is so specific that individual applications of compounds can 
be identified to individual pesticide operator and specific landowner. Such data permits you and your staff to 
determine if and when county agriculture offices that oversee pesticide applications have failed to perform 
diligent oversight in any specific instance or application not in compliance with the California DPR and 
federal US-EPA FIFRA label requirements. (Of course, such violation would have already been identified by 
DPR and subjected to regulatory penalty.)  
 
  
 
Such studies should be part of the supporting documentation provided with the draft preliminary order 
before a credible case can be built to support the draft's prescriptions based on the overly broad §130 
statement that "heavy pesticide use, coupled with an intensive irrigation regime used by many nurseries 
may result in a discharge of waste and poses significant threat of pollution to surface water and 
groundwater from pesticides."  
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In fact, however, nursery's region-wide progress and responsible behavior in reducing application of these 
compounds in Region 3 is clear and evident over the 1991-2008 period reported: 
 
  
* Chlorpyrifos dropped from a peak of 4,051 lbs. applied in 1996 in the five counties to 937 lbs. in 
2008, a three-fold reduction, or 23% of the 1996 rate. Much of this improvement came after 2005.  
 
* Diazinon dropped from a peak of 1,952 lbs. in 1993 in the five counties to just 248 lbs in 2008, a 
nearly 10 times reduction to 13% of the 1993 rate. Much of this improvement came after 2002. 
 
* Not only have total amount applied dropped significantly, the number of individual applications 
have dropped significantly:  
 
 * 1,594 applications in 1996 to 346 in 2008 for Chlorpyrifos  
 * 1,460 applications in 1996 to 288 in 2008 for Diazinon  
 
* The rate of application of each was also reduced:  
 
 *  0.891 lbs/acre in 1991 to 0.641 in 2008 for Chlorpyrifos  
 * 1.407 lbs/acre in 2006 to 0.47 in 2008 for Diazinon  
 
* And the number of acres treated with each was also reduced: 
 
 * 10,087 acres treated with Chlorpyrifos in 1996 to 1,462 acres treated in 2008 
 * 5,630 acres treated with Diazinon in 1996 to 527 acres treated in 2008 
 
None of these data provided in the case of chlorpyrifos and diazinon support the staff contention and public 
statement that many tons of these pesticides were ever or are currently being applied to nursery, 
greenhouse, and cut flower crops, nor is it accurate that use is expanding by any commonly applied 
measure applicable to nursery. To the contrary, these data document specific and continued trends of 
reduction for our industry over long periods in total amount, applications, rates of application, and total 
acres treated. These are demonstrable proofs of our nurseries, greenhouses, and cut flower producers' 
efforts to protect surface water and ground water in Region 3. 
 
  
 
Regards, 
 
  
 
Robert 
 
  
 
Robert J. Dolezal 
 
Executive Vice President 
 
CA Assoc. of Nurseries and Garden Centers 
 
3947 Lennane Drive, Suite 150 
 
Sacramento CA 95834 
 
(916) 928-3900 Ext. 17 
 
Fax (916) 567-0505 
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PANNA (DPR County Ag) Stats on Pesticide Use by Nursery Segments

Description 2008 2007 2006 2005 2004 2003 2002 2001 2000 1999

Gross Pounds 936.8        1,038.8     1,660.0     2,165.7    2,194.6    2,194.7    1,488.1     2,717.3     1,813.4     2,515.1     
Number of Applications 346.0        354.0        527.0        703.0       619.0       685.0       558.0        952.0        892.0        1,224.0     
Acres Planted 3,961.1     2,876.4     1,407.6     2,595.9    2,096.1    4,877.7    2,964.4     4,794.6     3,018.2     3,994.7     
Acres Treated 1,462.4     1,358.2     2,625.9     3,137.8    3,057.5    3,246.2    2,386.9     3,960.8     3,343.6     4,064.4     
Lbs/Planted Acre 0.2            0.4            1.2            0.8           1.0           0.4           0.5            0.6            0.6            0.6            
Lbs/Treated Acre 0.6            0.8            0.6            0.7           0.7           0.7           0.6            0.7            0.5            0.6            
Lbs/Application 2.7            2.9            3.1            3.1           3.5           3.2           2.7            2.9            2.0            2.1            

Description 2008 2007 2006 2005 2004 2003 2002 2001 2000 1999

Gross Pounds 247.7        591.5      459.4      688.0     685.2     999.0      1,450.8   1,307.2   1,706.6   1,413.2   
Number of Applications 288.0        321.0      230.0      495.0     408.0     607.0      841.0      711.0      762.0      900.0      
Acres Planted 4,274.9     1,643.3     469.6        1,620.1    914.6       870.8       2,022.0     1,390.0     1,747.8     2,583.7     
Acres Treated 526.9        640.3        400.6        690.5       898.2       984.2       1,826.5     1,612.7     1,620.2     1,981.8     
Lbs/Planted Acre 0.1            0.4            1.0            0.4           0.7           1.1           0.7            0.9            1.0            0.5            
Lbs/Treated Acre 0.5            0.9            1.1            1.0           0.8           1.0           0.8            0.8            1.1            0.7            
Lbs/Application 0.9            1.8            2.0            1.4           1.7           1.6           1.7            1.8            2.2            1.6            

SOURCE DATA BY PESTICIDE, CROP, AND COUNTY
Description 2008 2007 2006 2005 2004 2003 2002 2001 2000 1999

Gross Pounds: 13.9 39.2 1.5 18.4 9.5 2 36.7 125.2 51.9 244.9
Appl Count: 10 16 1 18 7 1 31 50 35 143
Field Count: 5 3 1 2 3 1 5 8 6 10
Acres Plant: 79.5 21 4 4 47 2 60 78 44 83
Acres Treat: 3.5 11 0.75 4 8 1 64 121 51 74.8
Appl Rate: 0.46 0.23 2 2 1.19 2 0.57 1.03 1.02 0.99

Gross Pounds: 4 22

Diazinon used per year on Greenhouse and Nursery in Monterey, San Benito, San Luis Obispo, Santa Barbara, and Santa Cruz Counties

Chlorpyrifos used per year on Greenhouse and Nursery in Monterey, San Benito, San Luis Obispo, Santa Barbara, and Santa Cruz Counties

Accuracy of acres planted data not evaluated for this crop.

Chlorpyrifos (Chem Code: 253) used on Greenhouse Flowers (Site Code: 151) in Monterey. (County Code: 27)
Accuracy of acres planted data not evaluated for this crop.

Chlorpyrifos (Chem Code: 253) used on Greenhouse Flowers (Site Code: 151) in San Benito. (County Code: 35)
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Appl Count: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 11
Field Count: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
Acres Plant: 5 5
Acres Treat: 4 22
Appl Rate: 1 1

Gross Pounds: 1.75 0.47 24 2 10.7 15.6 51.8 28.5 32.5
Appl Count: 1 1 0 8 1 12 18 40 26 38
Field Count: 1 1 0 1 1 3 4 3 2 3
Acres Plant: 10 5 6 10 23 25.5 39 69 72.6
Acres Treat: 3.5 0.75 48 4 22 36.2 90.2 54.8 59.9
Appl Rate: 0.5 0.62 0.5 0.5 0.49 0.43 0.57 0.52 0.51

Gross Pounds: 32 45 70.7 41.4 51 7 17.4 12.6 11.2 25.9
Appl Count: 24 12 42 20 9 6 9 8 9 26
Field Count: 2 4 4 1 1 1 2 2 3 6
Acres Plant: 28 61.7 49.7 7 7 7 22 8.5 11.8 35.8
Acres Treat: 36 33.8 103.6 30.5 47.5 7.6 15.8 16.6 16 36.4
Appl Rate: 0.81 1.33 0.68 0.87 1.07 0.92 1.1 0.76 0.7 0.52

Gross Pounds: 175.2 50.6 147.2 187.7 125 104.6 99 117.8 216.9 327.2
Appl Count: 93 34 93 110 77 91 44 69 126 137
Field Count: 7 5 11 8 12 8 13 10 14 17
Acres Plant: 68 60 165 110 141 68 144 108 137.8 176.5
Acres Treat: 220.2 82.5 307.3 479.9 354.9 353.6 226 220.2 449.2 569.8
Appl Rate: 0.8 0.61 0.48 0.39 0.35 0.3 0.44 0.53 0.48 0.57

Total Central Coast
Gross Pounds: 222.85 135.27 219.4 271.5 187.5 124.3 168.7 307.4 312.5 652.5
Appl Count: 128 63 136 156 94 110 102 167 198 355
Field Count: 15 13 16 12 17 13 24 23 26 37
Acres Plant: 185.5 147.7 218.7 127 205 100 251.5 233.5 267.6 372.9

Chlorpyrifos (Chem Code: 253) used on Greenhouse Flowers (Site Code: 151) in Santa Barbara. (County Code: 42)
Accuracy of acres planted data not evaluated for this crop.

Chlorpyrifos (Chem Code: 253) used on Greenhouse Flowers (Site Code: 151) in Santa Cruz. (County Code: 44)
Accuracy of acres planted data not evaluated for this crop.

Chlorpyrifos (Chem Code: 253) used on Greenhouse Flowers (Site Code: 151) in San Luis Obispo. (County Code: 40)
Accuracy of acres planted data not evaluated for this crop.
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Acres Treat: 263.2 128.05 411.65 562.4 414.4 384.2 342 448 575 762.9
Appl Rate: 2.57 2.79 3.16 3.76 3.11 3.71 2.54 2.89 3.72 3.59

Gross Pounds: 21.9 18.6 14.4 60.2 73.8 143.3
Appl Count: 14 15 0 0 0 0 11 29 49 64
Field Count: 2 5 0 0 0 0 3 7 6 11
Acres Plant: 50 176 89.2 354 314 403.9
Acres Treat: 36.5 29 16 129.9 169.5 266.2
Appl Rate: 0.6 0.38 0.9 0.46 0.44 0.54

Gross Pounds: 2 7.88 2 4.31 16 26 2.5
Appl Count: 1 0 0 0 4 3 9 5 2 2
Field Count: 1 0 0 0 3 1 1 3 1 2
Acres Plant: 4 30 30 30 54.5 25 45
Acres Treat: 4 18 4 8 19.5 26 3
Appl Rate: 0.5 0.44 0.5 0.54 0.82 1 0.83

Gross Pounds: 16.5 5.15 29.6 23 52.1 65.1 59.2 103.4 45.7 49.5
Appl Count: 10 6 25 21 55 65 69 102 42 35
Field Count: 2 2 2 2 2 3 3 5 6 3
Acres Plant: 140 140 140 140 140 160 95 110.8 167 94
Acres Treat: 31.5 10.2 50.2 32 74 98.7 111.8 147.4 105.5 99.2
Appl Rate: 0.52 0.5 0.59 0.72 0.7 0.66 0.53 0.7 0.43 0.5

Gross Pounds: 86.3 13.9 6.5 12.7 15 16 37.5 23.4 42.3 32.8
Appl Count: 33 2 5 8 7 8 22 20 55 38
Field Count: 7 1 1 4 2 4 7 7 17 8
Acres Plant: 133.5 34 18 96 26 47 61 90 260.8 222.3
Acres Treat: 153 28 12.5 17 25 24.5 46.9 54.7 187.7 87.6

Accuracy of acres planted data not evaluated for this crop.

Chlorpyrifos (Chem Code: 253) used on Outdoor Flower Nursery (Site Code: 152) in Santa Cruz. (County Code: 44)
Accuracy of acres planted data not evaluated for this crop.

Chlorpyrifos (Chem Code: 253) used on Outdoor Flower Nursery (Site Code: 152) in San Luis Obispo. (County Code: 40)
Accuracy of acres planted data not evaluated for this crop.

Chlorpyrifos (Chem Code: 253) used on Outdoor Flower Nursery (Site Code: 152) in Monterey. (County Code: 27)
Accuracy of acres planted data not evaluated for this crop.

Chlorpyrifos (Chem Code: 253) used on Outdoor Flower Nursery (Site Code: 152) in San Benito. (County Code: 35)
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Appl Rate: 0.56 0.5 0.52 0.71 0.6 0.65 0.8 0.43 0.23 0.37

Gross Pounds: 485.7 699.1 1,343 1,598 1,839 1,871 966.9 2,051 1,143 977
Appl Count: 98 155 300 368 363 405 223 464 361 321
Field Count: 38 62 70 64 94 94 65 94 96 65
Acres Plant: 509 781 827.9 948.3 1,271 4,177 1,364 3,423 1,455 987.6
Acres Treat: 658.1 986.6 2,072 2,352 2,353 2,590 1,478 2,797 1,730 1,655
Appl Rate: 0.74 0.71 0.65 0.68 0.78 0.72 0.65 0.73 0.66 0.59

Total Central Coast
Gross Pounds: 612.4 736.75 1379.1 1633.7 1913.98 1954.1 1082.31 2254 1330.8 1205.1
Appl Count: 156 178 330 397 429 481 334 620 509 460
Field Count: 50 70 73 70 101 102 79 116 126 89
Acres Plant: 836.5 1131 985.9 1184.3 1467 4414 1639.2 4032.3 2221.8 1752.8
Acres Treat: 883.1 1053.8 2134.7 2401 2470 2717.2 1660.7 3148.5 2218.7 2111
Appl Rate: 2.92 2.09 1.76 2.11 2.52 2.53 3.42 3.14 2.76 2.83

Gross Pounds: 33.2 110.5 57.7 208.9 45.4 103.7 29.7 54.6 96.5 103.7
Appl Count: 21 61 32 105 65 64 35 101 137 195
Field Count: 5 9 5 37 10 7 8 8 6 15
Acres Plant: 2,136 937.6 47.5 926.3 143 127.6 97.1 77.2 36.2 175.8
Acres Treat: 4 28 50.2 79.4 85 106 55.5 121.3 219.1 215
Appl Rate: 0.57 0.9 1.15 0.98 0.53 0.98 0.54 0.45 0.44 0.4

Gross Pounds: 1.35
Appl Count: 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0
Field Count: 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
Acres Plant: 5
Acres Treat: 3
Appl Rate: 0.45

Chlorpyrifos (Chem Code: 253) used on Outdoor Flower Nursery (Site Code: 152) in Santa Barbara. (County Code: 42)
Accuracy of acres planted data not evaluated for this crop.

Chlorpyrifos (Chem Code: 253) used on Greenhouse Plants (Site Code: 153) in Monterey. (County Code: 27)
Accuracy of acres planted data not evaluated for this crop.

Chlorpyrifos (Chem Code: 253) used on Greenhouse Plants (Site Code: 153) in San Benito. (County Code: 35)
Accuracy of acres planted data not evaluated for this crop.
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Gross Pounds: 36.1 13.8 3.1 14.4 9.47 12.9 12.7 9.85 84.5 114.6
Appl Count: 14 4 4 19 12 23 24 6 36 62
Field Count: 2 1 0 1 0 2 2 3 2 3
Acres Plant: 39.7 6.08 6.5 3.14 3.24 27.7 25.8 663.6
Acres Treat: 34.3 2.05 3.46 15.5 11.4 16.9 17.4 17.1 164.5 153.1
Appl Rate: 0.71 1.39 0.9 0.83 0.83 0.76 0.73 0.58 0.51 0.72

Gross Pounds: 72.3 9.46 3 3.4 0.2 9.15
Appl Count: 4 18 2 3 0 0 0 0 1 11
Field Count: 1 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
Acres Plant: 6 12 3 0.75
Acres Treat: 4.9 12.7 5 0.75 1.75
Appl Rate: 0.46 0.33 0.6 0.27 0.24

Gross Pounds: 20.9 23 4.2 30.9 2.62 29.8 38.4 87.3
Appl Count: 109 116 5 84 0 0 3 9 22 85
Field Count: 5 5 1 6 0 0 2 5 6 14
Acres Plant: 31.5 31.5 7 29.5 10 70.5 80.5 146.5
Acres Treat: 2 6 9 2.1 5 12.8 70.7 136.5
Appl Rate: 0.12 0.17 0.47 3.87 0.52 2.34 0.54 0.55

Total Central Coast
Gross Pounds: 162.5 156.76 68 257.6 56.22 116.6 45.02 94.25 219.6 314.75
Appl Count: 148 199 43 211 80 87 62 116 196 353
Field Count: 13 18 7 44 11 9 12 16 15 32
Acres Plant: 2213.2 987.18 57.5 962.3 148 130.74 110.34 175.4 143.25 985.9
Acres Treat: 45.2 48.75 67.66 97 99.4 122.9 77.9 151.2 455.05 506.35
Appl Rate: 1.86 2.79 3.12 5.68 1.81 1.74 1.79 3.37 1.76 1.91

Chlorpyrifos (Chem Code: 253) used on Greenhouse Plants (Site Code: 153) in Santa Barbara. (County Code: 42)

Chlorpyrifos (Chem Code: 253) used on Greenhouse Plants (Site Code: 153) in Santa Cruz. (County Code: 44)
Accuracy of acres planted data not evaluated for this crop.

Chlorpyrifos (Chem Code: 253) used on Outdoor Container Nursery (Site Code: 154) in Monterey. (County Code: 27)

Accuracy of acres planted data not evaluated for this crop.

Accuracy of acres planted data not evaluated for this crop.

Chlorpyrifos (Chem Code: 253) used on Greenhouse Plants (Site Code: 153) in San Luis Obispo. (County Code: 40)
Accuracy of acres planted data not evaluated for this crop.
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Gross Pounds: 1.33 2.63 0.94 10.1 2.25 1.2
Appl Count: 2 4 1 5 3 0 0 0 0 1
Field Count: 1 1 1 3 1 0 0 0 0 1
Acres Plant: 40 20 20 44 15 15
Acres Treat: 3 1.5 3.25 5
Appl Rate: 0.83 0.63 1.13 0.45

Gross Pounds: 0.63 7.9
Appl Count: 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 9
Field Count: 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
Acres Plant: 12 36
Acres Treat:
Appl Rate:

Gross Pounds: 0.15 8.2 10.1 10.1 11.2 8.88 15.2 44.5
Appl Count: 0 0 1 10 13 12 10 8 13 23
Field Count: 0 0 1 2 2 1 1 1 2 1
Acres Plant: 1.5 21.5 21 20 20 20 33 30
Acres Treat: 0.75 7 7 8.08 6 3.35 11.4 29
Appl Rate: 0.2 1.17 1.44 1.25 1.88 2.65 1.34 1.53

Gross Pounds: 32.5 39.9 1.18 0.48 3 12.3 68.2 17
Appl Count: 13 21 2 2 0 0 1 5 6 5
Field Count: 8 10 2 2 0 0 1 2 3 3
Acres Plant: 95.5 104.5 72 82.5 20 48.5 58 56.8
Acres Treat: 41.3 73 3.75 3 4 18.2 26 37.1
Appl Rate: 0.78 0.49 0.31 0.16 0.75 0.67 2.62 0.45

Gross Pounds: 24.6 42.2 4.65 13.8 31.9 53.3 87.4 44 99.5 39.1
Appl Count: 27 57 6 29 17 16 24 22 35 70
Field Count: 7 9 3 6 9 6 12 6 14 6

Accuracy of acres planted data not evaluated for this crop.

Chlorpyrifos (Chem Code: 253) used on Outdoor Container Nursery (Site Code: 154) in San Luis Obispo. (County Code: 40)
Accuracy of acres planted data not evaluated for this crop.

Chlorpyrifos (Chem Code: 253) used on Outdoor Container Nursery (Site Code: 154) in Santa Barbara. (County Code: 42)

Chlorpyrifos (Chem Code: 253) used on Outdoor Container Nursery (Site Code: 154) in Santa Cruz. (County Code: 44)
Accuracy of acres planted data not evaluated for this crop.

Chlorpyrifos (Chem Code: 253) used on Outdoor Container Nursery (Site Code: 154) in San Benito. (County Code: 35)
Accuracy of acres planted data not evaluated for this crop.
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Acres Plant: 190.8 126.8 36 59 99.8 68 136.3 82.5 162 94.5
Acres Treat: 46.5 56.4 11 24.4 95.5 117.8 163.4 151.2 134.6 155.4
Appl Rate: 0.46 0.67 0.42 0.44 0.33 0.45 0.53 0.29 0.74 0.19

Total Central Coast
Gross Pounds: 58.43 84.73 6.92 33.21 44.25 63.4 101.6 65.18 182.9 109.7
Appl Count: 42 82 10 47 33 28 35 35 54 108
Field Count: 16 20 7 14 12 7 14 9 19 12
Acres Plant: 326.3 251.3 129.5 219 135.8 88 176.3 151 253 232.3
Acres Treat: 87.8 132.4 17 37.65 107.5 125.88 173.4 172.75 172 221.5
Appl Rate: 1.24 1.99 1.56 2.9 2.22 1.7 3.16 3.61 4.7 2.17

Gross Pounds: 1.16 0.44 1.38 2.18 0.4
Appl Count: 0 0 0 5 2 0 4 0 15 2
Field Count: 0 0 0 2 1 0 2 0 2 1
Acres Plant: 36 18 22 20 5
Acres Treat: 5 0.7 11.3 20.8 2
Appl Rate: 0.23 0.62 0.12 0.1 0.2

Gross Pounds: 0.05
Appl Count: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
Field Count: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Acres Plant:
Acres Treat:
Appl Rate:

Gross Pounds: 0.47 0.38 0.15 0.26 2.5 3.5 0.6 0.51 0.5
Appl Count: 3 3 0 1 2 2 3 4 4 11
Field Count: 1 1 0 1 1 2 1 0 2 3
Acres Plant: 1.6 1.25 1.25 1.12 17 5.1 3.5 4.54
Acres Treat: 1.25 2.25 0.75 1.25 3.1 5.42 2 3 2.81

Chlorpyrifos (Chem Code: 253) used on Greenhouse Propagation (Site Code: 155) in San Benito. (County Code: 35)
Accuracy of acres planted data not evaluated for this crop.

Chlorpyrifos (Chem Code: 253) used on Greenhouse Propagation (Site Code: 155) in San Luis Obispo. (County Code: 40)
Accuracy of acres planted data not evaluated for this crop.

Chlorpyrifos (Chem Code: 253) used on Greenhouse Propagation (Site Code: 155) in Monterey. (County Code: 27)
Accuracy of acres planted data not evaluated for this crop.
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Appl Rate: 0.22 0.17 0.2 0.21 0.81 0.65 0.3 0.17 0.17

Gross Pounds: 1.88
Appl Count: 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0
Field Count: 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
Acres Plant: 7.5
Acres Treat: 4.75
Appl Rate: 0.39

Gross Pounds: 1.44 0.94 0.78 3.27
Appl Count: 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 4 4 16
Field Count: 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 2
Acres Plant: 5 5 5 155.3
Acres Treat: 7.25 5.5 5.5 19.2
Appl Rate: 0.2 0.17 0.14 0.15

Total Central Coast
Gross Pounds: 0.47 0.38 0 1.31 2.58 2.5 6.32 1.54 3.47 4.22
Appl Count: 3 3 0 6 7 2 12 8 23 31
Field Count: 1 1 0 3 3 2 4 1 5 6
Acres Plant: 1.6 1.25 0 37.25 26.62 17 32.1 5 28.5 164.84
Acres Treat: 1.25 2.25 0 5.75 6.7 3.1 23.97 7.5 29.3 24.01
Appl Rate: 0.22 0.17 0 0.43 1.22 0.81 0.97 0.47 0.41 0.52

Gross Pounds: 65.2 36.7 0.31 38.8 26.5 4.55 10 17.7 4.57 21.8
Appl Count: 17 10 2 10 5 5 5 10 5 17
Field Count: 3 4 1 3 3 2 3 4 1 3
Acres Plant: 382 186 2 50 60.7 104 162 89.2 3 18.9
Acres Treat: 266.8 77 5 66.1 32.6 11.5 35.5 35.1 9.13 44
Appl Rate: 0.24 0.48 0.06 0.59 0.81 0.4 0.28 0.5 0.5 0.49
Chlorpyrifos (Chem Code: 253) used on Outdoor Propagation Nursery (Site Code: 156) in San Benito. (County Code: 35)

Chlorpyrifos (Chem Code: 253) used on Greenhouse Propagation (Site Code: 155) in Santa Cruz. (County Code: 44)
Accuracy of acres planted data not evaluated for this crop.

Chlorpyrifos (Chem Code: 253) used on Outdoor Propagation Nursery (Site Code: 156) in Monterey. (County Code: 27)
Accuracy of acres planted data not evaluated for this crop.

Chlorpyrifos (Chem Code: 253) used on Greenhouse Propagation (Site Code: 155) in Santa Barbara. (County Code: 42)
Accuracy of acres planted data not evaluated for this crop.
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Gross Pounds:
Appl Count: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Field Count: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Acres Plant:
Acres Treat:
Appl Rate:

Gross Pounds: 1.34 2.85 2.55 1.34 1.39 5.54 0.64 9.62 0.28 24.3
Appl Count: 19 32 26 24 13 23 27 15 14 18
Field Count: 2 3 2 2 3 2 2 6 3 5
Acres Plant: 16 33 14 16 15 24 11 20.2 16.5 13
Acres Treat: 2.84 7.39 6.92 5.59 4.36 7.33 6.6 11.6 3.78 31.4
Appl Rate: 0.22 0.37 0.37 0.22 0.32 0.76 0.1 0.83 0.07 0.77

Gross Pounds: 13.7 15 4.75 0.25 25.5
Appl Count: 0 3 0 0 3 0 3 1 2 0
Field Count: 0 2 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0
Acres Plant: 139 38 38 38 38
Acres Treat: 41 30 19 3 12
Appl Rate: 0.33 0.5 0.25 0.08 2.12

Gross Pounds: 185.7 72.2 39.8 502.3
Appl Count: 0 0 0 0 0 0 40 30 4 147
Field Count: 0 0 0 0 0 0 28 8 4 72
Acres Plant: 544 50 46.5 454.1
Acres Treat: 221.2 155.9 40.6 584.7
Appl Rate: 0.84 0.46 0.98 0.86

Total Central Coast
Gross Pounds: 66.54 53.25 2.86 40.14 42.89 10.09 201.09 99.77 70.15 548.4
Appl Count: 36 45 28 34 21 28 75 56 25 182

Chlorpyrifos (Chem Code: 253) used on Outdoor Propagation Nursery (Site Code: 156) in Santa Barbara. (County Code: 42)
Accuracy of acres planted data not evaluated for this crop.

Chlorpyrifos (Chem Code: 253) used on Outdoor Propagation Nursery (Site Code: 156) in Santa Cruz. (County Code: 44)
Accuracy of acres planted data not evaluated for this crop.

Accuracy of acres planted data not evaluated for this crop.

Chlorpyrifos (Chem Code: 253) used on Outdoor Propagation Nursery (Site Code: 156) in San Luis Obispo. (County Code: 40)
Accuracy of acres planted data not evaluated for this crop.
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Field Count: 5 9 3 5 7 4 34 19 9 80
Acres Plant: 398 358 16 66 113.7 128 755 197.4 104 486
Acres Treat: 269.64 125.39 11.92 71.69 66.96 18.83 282.3 205.6 65.51 660.1
Appl Rate: 0.46 1.18 0.43 0.81 1.63 1.16 1.47 1.87 3.67 2.12

Gross Pounds: 0.96 8.5 6.19 27.7 51.3 105.3 96.6 67.1 90.3
Appl Count: 0 1 10 5 22 54 72 48 32 90
Field Count: 0 1 5 2 5 7 6 9 5 5
Acres Plant: 0.5 14.2 15 42.8 52.5 42.5 84.5 32.5 46
Acres Treat: 0.5 9.25 3.5 64.9 135.4 84.2 62.8 38 34.2
Appl Rate: 1.92 0.92 1.05 0.43 0.38 1.25 1.54 1.76 1.49

Gross Pounds: 4.05 44.6 24.3 44.6 44.6 57.1 67.9
Appl Count: 0 0 0 1 11 6 11 12 16 14
Field Count: 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 2 1
Acres Plant: 5 2 5 5 5 8 5
Acres Treat: 2 22 12 31 24 30.8 28
Appl Rate: 2.03 2.03 2.03 1.44 1.86 1.86 2.43

Gross Pounds: 0.14 1.58 0.04 2.29 82.5 105.4 100.1 83.8 70.3
Appl Count: 5 0 7 2 6 43 156 169 95 94
Field Count: 1 0 2 0 1 3 4 4 5 4
Acres Plant: 5 13.1 8.1 27.5 26.3 46.1 88.2 33.4
Acres Treat: 7.8 9.1 7.44 66 198.9 186.1 154 144.6
Appl Rate: 0.02 0.17 0.31 1.25 0.53 0.54 0.54 0.49

Gross Pounds: 54.2 47.8 78.1 77.9 135.3 174.5 302.4 199 235.5 138.7
Appl Count: 16 23 29 34 40 62 77 63 66 80

Diazinon (Chem Code: 198) used on Greenhouse Flowers (Site Code: 151) in Santa Barbara. (County Code: 42)
Accuracy of acres planted data not evaluated for this crop.

Diazinon (Chem Code: 198) used on Greenhouse Flowers (Site Code: 151) in San Benito. (County Code: 35)
Accuracy of acres planted data not evaluated for this crop.

Diazinon (Chem Code: 198) used on Greenhouse Flowers (Site Code: 151) in San Luis Obispo. (County Code: 40)
Accuracy of acres planted data not evaluated for this crop.

Diazinon (Chem Code: 198) used on Greenhouse Flowers (Site Code: 151) in Monterey. (County Code: 27)
Accuracy of acres planted data not evaluated for this crop.
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Field Count: 4 5 9 8 15 12 26 12 18 14
Acres Plant: 63 69 117 123 158.2 101.2 295 112.5 199.5 151.1
Acres Treat: 96.5 85.3 76.5 150.3 209.9 161.9 315.1 194.2 189.7 246.8
Appl Rate: 0.56 0.56 1.02 0.52 0.64 1.08 0.96 1.02 1.24 0.56

Gross Pounds: 43 62.6 54.8 109.7 51.1 102.2 254.4 124.3 114.4 43.7
Appl Count: 23 32 29 49 23 41 60 41 55 23
Field Count: 3 3 3 2 2 2 3 3 3 4
Acres Plant: 42.7 42.7 42.7 19.7 19.7 19.7 34.7 24.7 22 63.2
Acres Treat: 45.5 59.2 73.6 125.6 50.2 63.8 124.4 131.1 153.4 29.7
Appl Rate: 0.84 0.8 0.75 0.81 1.02 1.6 2.05 0.95 0.75 1.01

Total Central Coast
Gross Pounds: 97.34 111.36 142.98 197.88 260.99 434.8 812.1 564.6 557.9 410.9
Appl Count: 44 56 75 91 102 206 376 333 264 301
Field Count: 8 9 19 13 24 25 40 29 33 28
Acres Plant: 110.7 112.2 187 162.7 230.8 205.9 403.5 272.8 350.2 298.7
Acres Treat: 149.8 145 168.45 281.4 354.44 439.1 753.6 598.2 565.9 483.3
Appl Rate: 1.42 3.28 2.86 4.41 4.43 6.34 6.23 5.91 6.15 5.98

Gross Pounds: 2 1.08 1.2 2.42 3.57 8.73 34 154.4 94.5 39.7
Appl Count: 1 7 20 23 33 18 28 53 40 16
Field Count: 1 2 2 3 3 3 4 6 3 4
Acres Plant: 14 23 12 21 18 87 207.5 369 200 224.9
Acres Treat: 4 21 52.8 44 79.2 44 36.5 234.8 166.5 64.5
Appl Rate: 0.5 0.05 0.02 0.06 0.05 0.2 0.93 0.66 0.57 0.52

Gross Pounds: 3.12 2.5 4.05 3.75
Appl Count: 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 1 5
Field Count: 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 2

Diazinon (Chem Code: 198) used on Outdoor Flower Nursery (Site Code: 152) in Monterey. (County Code: 27)
Accuracy of acres planted data not evaluated for this crop.

Diazinon (Chem Code: 198) used on Outdoor Flower Nursery (Site Code: 152) in San Benito. (County Code: 35)
Accuracy of acres planted data not evaluated for this crop.

Diazinon (Chem Code: 198) used on Greenhouse Flowers (Site Code: 151) in Santa Cruz. (County Code: 44)
Accuracy of acres planted data not evaluated for this crop.
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Acres Plant: 5 40 5 8
Acres Treat: 2 2.5 2 8.25
Appl Rate: 1.56 1 2.03 0.45

Gross Pounds: 0.09 2.75 0.5 7.35 6.15 1.13 10.4 9.74
Appl Count: 2 2 0 0 1 10 10 3 10 24
Field Count: 1 1 0 0 1 1 2 2 7 2
Acres Plant: 40 40 100 100 70 60 110.8 23
Acres Treat: 4.7 5.5 1 14.6 12.3 2.99 21.5 27
Appl Rate: 0.02 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.38 0.48 0.36

Gross Pounds: 5.96 2.24 9.83 4.31 12.9 9 14.6 24.1 25.6 46
Appl Count: 8 4 11 7 3 1 9 22 20 16
Field Count: 3 2 5 2 2 1 6 5 7 7
Acres Plant: 31.5 16.5 55.5 18.5 39.5 50 64 54 470 461
Acres Treat: 8.05 3.39 19.9 8.19 21.2 6 29 48.2 56.5 98.5
Appl Rate: 0.74 0.66 0.5 0.53 0.61 1.5 0.5 0.5 0.45 0.46

Gross Pounds: 3.75 4.5 19.5 7.81 3.75 12.8 13 83.6 18.5 76.6
Appl Count: 1 2 4 5 1 3 6 14 24 26
Field Count: 1 2 3 2 1 2 2 4 5 5
Acres Plant: 16.5 23 36.5 26.5 12 36.5 28 136.5 127 186
Acres Treat: 5 6 26 8 5 15 15 119.2 26.7 45
Appl Rate: 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.85 0.87 0.7 0.7 1.7

Total Central Coast
Gross Pounds: 11.8 10.57 30.53 14.54 23.84 37.88 67.75 265.73 153.05 175.79
Appl Count: 12 15 35 35 39 32 53 94 95 87
Field Count: 6 7 10 7 8 7 14 18 23 20
Acres Plant: 102 102.5 104 66 174.5 273.5 369.5 659.5 912.8 902.9
Acres Treat: 21.75 35.89 98.7 60.19 108.4 79.6 92.8 407.69 273.2 243.25
Appl Rate: 2.01 1.96 1.27 1.34 3.47 3.05 2.8 3.24 4.23 3.49

Diazinon (Chem Code: 198) used on Outdoor Flower Nursery (Site Code: 152) in Santa Cruz. (County Code: 44)
Accuracy of acres planted data not evaluated for this crop.

Diazinon (Chem Code: 198) used on Outdoor Flower Nursery (Site Code: 152) in San Luis Obispo. (County Code: 40)
Accuracy of acres planted data not evaluated for this crop.

Diazinon (Chem Code: 198) used on Outdoor Flower Nursery (Site Code: 152) in Santa Barbara. (County Code: 42)
Accuracy of acres planted data not evaluated for this crop.
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Gross Pounds: 0.7 2.75 76.5 102.3 112.8 126.2 45.8 173.9 169.1
Appl Count: 8 7 0 50 94 160 161 75 127 155
Field Count: 3 3 0 18 6 8 6 8 8 22
Acres Plant: 96 105 343 28.6 71.8 43.1 38.7 57.4 206.7
Acres Treat: 2 21.4 149.2 213.9 327.7 90.4 216.2 186.2
Appl Rate: 1 0.31 0.69 0.53 0.39 0.51 0.8 0.59

Gross Pounds: 0.06 0.25 1.54
Appl Count: 1 0 0 1 3 0 0 0 0 0
Field Count: 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0
Acres Plant: 2.75 5 5
Acres Treat: 0.75 0.5 3
Appl Rate: 0.08 0.5 0.51

Gross Pounds: 81.1 240 253.6 271.7 246.7 300.6 326.5 345.5 519.7 443.2
Appl Count: 16 48 49 54 53 86 88 68 94 95
Field Count: 1 1 1 3 2 5 3 2 4 4
Acres Plant: 33.6 33.6 33.6 42.9 36 49.8 31.6 27 52.6 44.3
Acres Treat: 27.5 67.2 11.6 16.9 52.2 52 96.9 120.1 176.7 164.1
Appl Rate: 2.94 3.57 22 15.9 4.72 5.78 3.37 2.88 2.94 2.67

Gross Pounds: 1.43 4.67 6.87 2.18 0.5 57.4 9.5 3.73 92.2 17
Appl Count: 4 6 5 3 1 9 8 2 5 21
Field Count: 1 3 3 1 1 3 2 1 5 5
Acres Plant: 13 28 13 3 0.5 10.5 14 13 50 50.5
Acres Treat: 6 5 3.25 0.25 17 19 2.5 40 2.3
Appl Rate: 0.5 1.37 0.67 1.99 3.37 0.5 1.49 2.31 0.72

Diazinon (Chem Code: 198) used on Greenhouse Plants (Site Code: 153) in Santa Barbara. (County Code: 42)
Accuracy of acres planted data not evaluated for this crop.

Diazinon (Chem Code: 198) used on Greenhouse Plants (Site Code: 153) in Santa Cruz. (County Code: 44)

Diazinon (Chem Code: 198) used on Greenhouse Plants (Site Code: 153) in San Benito. (County Code: 35)
Accuracy of acres planted data not evaluated for this crop.

Diazinon (Chem Code: 198) used on Greenhouse Plants (Site Code: 153) in San Luis Obispo. (County Code: 40)
Accuracy of acres planted data not evaluated for this crop.

Diazinon (Chem Code: 198) used on Greenhouse Plants (Site Code: 153) in Monterey. (County Code: 27)
Accuracy of acres planted data not evaluated for this crop.
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Gross Pounds: 0.92 0.84 1 1 1.97
Appl Count: 0 3 0 7 0 1 1 0 0 5
Field Count: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Acres Plant:
Acres Treat: 2.36 1 1
Appl Rate: 0.32 1 1

Total Central Coast
Gross Pounds: 83.29 248.34 260.47 351.47 351.04 471.8 463.2 395.03 785.8 631.27
Appl Count: 29 64 54 115 151 256 258 145 226 276
Field Count: 6 7 4 23 10 16 11 11 17 31
Acres Plant: 145.35 166.6 46.6 393.9 70.1 132.1 88.7 78.7 160 301.5
Acres Treat: 28.25 77.56 16.6 42.05 204.65 283.9 444.6 213 432.9 352.6
Appl Rate: 3.02 5.39 23.37 17.38 7.91 10.68 5.26 4.88 6.05 3.98

Gross Pounds: 1.87 19.1 11.2 2 0.75 2.83
Appl Count: 1 4 0 4 1 1 0 11 0 0
Field Count: 1 1 0 3 1 1 0 2 0 0
Acres Plant: 20 20 40 9 6 0.38
Acres Treat: 1.88 16.9 8.25 2 0.75 3.3
Appl Rate: 1 1.13 1.36 1 1 0.86

Gross Pounds: 0.98 2.46 0.02 1.32
Appl Count: 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 5 3 1
Field Count: 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1
Acres Plant: 10 7 1.75
Acres Treat: 3 17 1.75
Appl Rate: 0.33 0.14 0.75
Diazinon (Chem Code: 198) used on Outdoor Container Nursery (Site Code: 154) in San Luis Obispo. (County Code: 40)
Accuracy of acres planted data not evaluated for this crop.

Diazinon (Chem Code: 198) used on Outdoor Container Nursery (Site Code: 154) in Monterey. (County Code: 27)
Accuracy of acres planted data not evaluated for this crop.

Diazinon (Chem Code: 198) used on Outdoor Container Nursery (Site Code: 154) in San Benito. (County Code: 35)
Accuracy of acres planted data not evaluated for this crop.

Accuracy of acres planted data not evaluated for this crop.
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Gross Pounds: 138.5 8.04 8.89
Appl Count: 0 3 0 0 0 0 9 0 0 14
Field Count: 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 4
Acres Plant: 46 24.5 51.5
Acres Treat: 138 15 22.2
Appl Rate: 1 0.54 0.39

Gross Pounds: 0.62 11.5 2.09 10.9 10.2 29 39.4 23.1 54 68.5
Appl Count: 1 14 2 13 13 26 35 15 36 46
Field Count: 1 3 2 8 7 4 9 6 4 4
Acres Plant: 1 32 16.5 94.5 112.5 58 125.5 87.5 57 69.5
Acres Treat: 1 29 3.25 25.8 31.5 57 64.2 25.5 59 72.8
Appl Rate: 0.62 0.39 0.64 0.42 0.32 0.51 0.61 0.9 0.92 0.94

Gross Pounds: 0.67 3.75 16 15.3 10.4 17
Appl Count: 0 2 1 8 0 0 5 0 4 5
Field Count: 0 2 1 3 0 0 3 0 3 2
Acres Plant: 30.2 25 70 73 50.5 40.8
Acres Treat: 1.86 5 77.2 25 17.2 21
Appl Rate: 0.36 0.75 0.21 0.61 0.6 0.81

Total Central Coast
Gross Pounds: 2.49 169.77 5.84 38.1 12.2 29.75 63.72 28.39 64.42 95.71
Appl Count: 2 23 3 25 14 27 52 31 43 66
Field Count: 2 7 3 14 8 5 14 9 7 11
Acres Plant: 21 128.2 41.5 204.5 121.5 64 233 94.88 107.5 163.55
Acres Treat: 2.88 185.76 8.25 111.25 33.5 57.75 107.2 45.8 76.2 117.75
Appl Rate: 1.62 2.88 1.39 1.99 1.32 1.51 2.09 1.9 1.52 2.89

Gross Pounds: 5.81 1.38 0.89 15.7 2.6 1.77 6.69 6.08 6 27.9

Diazinon (Chem Code: 198) used on Outdoor Container Nursery (Site Code: 154) in Santa Cruz. (County Code: 44)
Accuracy of acres planted data not evaluated for this crop.

Diazinon (Chem Code: 198) used on Greenhouse Propagation (Site Code: 155) in Monterey. (County Code: 27)
Accuracy of acres planted data not evaluated for this crop.

Diazinon (Chem Code: 198) used on Outdoor Container Nursery (Site Code: 154) in Santa Barbara. (County Code: 42)
Accuracy of acres planted data not evaluated for this crop.

Group 15 - A32 
July 8, 2010 Workshop 
Preliminary Draft Agricultural Order



Appl Count: 30 2 3 64 11 6 24 24 20 60
Field Count: 3 1 1 11 1 1 1 2 1 3
Acres Plant: 76 32 14 253 14 14 14 28 14 34
Acres Treat: 6.25 0.88 3.5 3.13 5.5 11.4 7.62 5.64 13.9
Appl Rate: 0.24 1.01 0.87 0.83 0.32 0.59 0.8 1.06 0.78

Gross Pounds: 1.76 1.24 2.11 1.69 3.81 4.23 2.88 3.56 6.21 7.01
Appl Count: 17 7 6 6 11 17 6 11 19 18
Field Count: 2 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Acres Plant: 5 2.75 4.25 5 5 2.75 5 2.75 3 3
Acres Treat: 10.5 3 3.25 5.75 13.2 16.5 11.5 12 21.5 19.2
Appl Rate: 0.17 0.41 0.65 0.29 0.29 0.26 0.25 0.3 0.29 0.36

Gross Pounds: 2.04 0.33 13.2 2.27 13 23.6 20.8 95 25
Appl Count: 2 0 2 59 13 35 60 48 59 27
Field Count: 1 0 2 3 2 3 3 3 5 4
Acres Plant: 6.08 23.2 41.5 35 28 23.3 21 45.8 36
Acres Treat: 0.74 9.35 6.3 56.8 89.6 81.4 113.4 25.2
Appl Rate: 0.45 0.31 0.36 0.23 0.26 0.25 0.84 0.79

Gross Pounds: 4.21
Appl Count: 0 0 0 0 17 0 0 0 0 0
Field Count: 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
Acres Plant: 0.5
Acres Treat: 7.5
Appl Rate: 0.56

Gross Pounds: 6.58 9.41 13 7.56 13.4 5.31 0.25 2.84 4.38
Appl Count: 19 36 46 16 37 24 2 13 14 0
Field Count: 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0
Acres Plant: 10 10 10 10 7.5 7.5 7.5 5.93 5.2

Diazinon (Chem Code: 198) used on Greenhouse Propagation (Site Code: 155) in Santa Barbara. (County Code: 42)
Accuracy of acres planted data not evaluated for this crop.

Diazinon (Chem Code: 198) used on Greenhouse Propagation (Site Code: 155) in Santa Cruz. (County Code: 44)
Accuracy of acres planted data not evaluated for this crop.

Diazinon (Chem Code: 198) used on Greenhouse Propagation (Site Code: 155) in San Benito. (County Code: 35)
Accuracy of acres planted data not evaluated for this crop.

Diazinon (Chem Code: 198) used on Greenhouse Propagation (Site Code: 155) in San Luis Obispo. (County Code: 40)
Accuracy of acres planted data not evaluated for this crop.
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Acres Treat: 37.8 66 80.8 54.2 82.2 25 1 13 18
Appl Rate: 0.17 0.14 0.16 0.14 0.16 0.21 0.25 0.22 0.24

Total Central Coast
Gross Pounds: 16.19 12.03 16.33 38.15 26.29 24.31 33.42 33.28 111.59 59.91
Appl Count: 68 45 57 145 89 82 92 96 112 105
Field Count: 7 3 6 16 6 6 6 7 8 8
Acres Plant: 97.08 44.75 51.45 309.5 62 52.25 49.8 57.68 68 73
Acres Treat: 54.55 69 85.67 72.8 112.33 103.8 113.5 114.02 158.54 58.3
Appl Rate: 0.58 0.55 2.27 1.61 2.2 1.02 1.35 1.57 2.43 1.93

Gross Pounds: 17.7 13.3 14.8 1.14 2.65 5.85
Appl Count: 88 75 0 48 4 0 1 0 0 19
Field Count: 5 2 0 7 1 0 1 0 0 3
Acres Plant: 3,392 717.3 172 14 101 122
Acres Treat: 4.25 1.25 8.5 18
Appl Rate: 0.38 0.91 0.31 0.2

Gross Pounds: 0.5 3.75
Appl Count: 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 7 0
Field Count: 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0
Acres Plant: 5 3
Acres Treat: 2 9.25
Appl Rate: 0.25 0.41

Gross Pounds: 18.9 26.1 3.24 21.9 1.68 0.44 2.85 6.17 29.8 18.6
Appl Count: 45 43 6 30 4 4 7 9 13 14
Field Count: 2 3 3 3 2 2 3 4 6 5
Acres Plant: 8.75 13.7 23 42.5 39 15 10.5 19 38.3 159
Acres Treat: 1.67 11 28.2 4.7 1.24 6.01 8.42 37.2 4.03

Accuracy of acres planted data not evaluated for this crop.

Diazinon (Chem Code: 198) used on Outdoor Propagation Nursery (Site Code: 156) in San Luis Obispo. (County Code: 40)
Accuracy of acres planted data not evaluated for this crop.

Diazinon (Chem Code: 198) used on Outdoor Propagation Nursery (Site Code: 156) in Monterey. (County Code: 27)
Accuracy of acres planted data not evaluated for this crop.

Diazinon (Chem Code: 198) used on Outdoor Propagation Nursery (Site Code: 156) in San Benito. (County Code: 35)
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Appl Rate: 0.75 0.29 0.28 0.36 0.35 0.47 0.73 0.8 0.58

Gross Pounds: 11.2 7.5 14
Appl Count: 0 0 0 6 4 0 0 3 0 0
Field Count: 0 0 0 5 2 0 0 1 0 0
Acres Plant: 203 84 10
Acres Treat: 18.7 10 20
Appl Rate: 0.6 0.75 0.7

Gross Pounds: 5.06 0.25 15.2
Appl Count: 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 32
Field Count: 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 3
Acres Plant: 11 4 77
Acres Treat: 18 1.5 44.5
Appl Rate: 0.28 0.17 0.34

Total Central Coast
Gross Pounds: 36.6 39.4 3.24 47.9 10.82 0.44 10.56 20.17 33.8 39.65
Appl Count: 133 118 6 84 13 4 10 12 22 65
Field Count: 7 5 3 15 6 2 5 5 8 11
Acres Plant: 3400.75 731 23 417.5 142 15 122.5 29 45.3 358
Acres Treat: 0 1.67 11 51.15 17.95 1.24 32.51 28.42 47.95 66.53
Appl Rate: 0 0.75 0.29 1.26 2.27 0.35 1.06 1.43 1.38 1.12

Diazinon (Chem Code: 198) used on Outdoor Propagation Nursery (Site Code: 156) in Santa Cruz. (County Code: 44)
Accuracy of acres planted data not evaluated for this crop.

Diazinon (Chem Code: 198) used on Outdoor Propagation Nursery (Site Code: 156) in Santa Barbara. (County Code: 42)
Accuracy of acres planted data not evaluated for this crop.
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1998 1997 1996 1995 1994 1993 1992 1991

2,750.0     3,697.3        4,051.4      3,557.7      1,706.9      2,803.4    2,754.6        2,742.6      
1,184.0     1,538.0        1,594.0      1,509.0      1,236.0      976.0       979.0           829.0         
3,612.3     387,228.6    40,358.3    54,117.8    3,100.4      2,890.7    104,662.6    22,002.8    
4,555.7     8,647.8        10,087.6    6,963.3      5,121.9      4,279.5    3,405.4        3,077.5      

0.8            0.0               0.1             0.1             0.6             1.0           0.0               0.1             
0.6            0.4               0.4             0.5             0.3             0.7           0.8               0.9             
2.3            2.4               2.5             2.4             1.4             2.9           2.8               3.3             

1998 1997 1996 1995 1994 1993 1992 1991

1,247.8     1,254.5        1,376.6      1,133.6      1,912.8    1,952.7  1,506.9      1,411.2    
970.0        892.0           991.0         787.0         1,460.0    1,279.0  967.0         715.0       

2,002.8     89,198.7      2,760.3      2,372.7      21,371.6    2,329.3    2,971.3        93,200.7    
1,760.1     1,922.5        5,629.5      2,621.3      1,814.2      3,720.6    2,208.4        1,749.0      

0.6            0.0               0.5             0.5             0.1             0.8           0.5               0.0             
0.7            0.7               0.2             0.4             1.1             0.5           0.7               0.8             
1.3            1.4               1.4             1.4             1.3             1.5           1.6               2.0             

1998 1997 1996 1995 1994 1993 1992 1991

258.6 188 314.9 264.3 306.2 408.8 501.7 396.5
207 175 168 113 130 129 125 98
15 17 22 11 10 17 14 28

116 230,782 36,142 69 91 475 100,112 155.7
50.3 201.7 77.7 97.4 91.4 829.1 196.6 187.5
0.71 0.16 0.67 0.71 0.71 0.42 2.25 2.01

15.5 17 21 12 28 11.5 9
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Lindsay Ringer - support of term renewal 

  

Dear Regional Water Quality Control Board: 

  

The San Luis Obispo County Cattlemen's Association supports the term renewal of the existing 

Conditional Waiver of Waste Discharge Requirements for Discharges from Irrigated Lands for 18 

months, until December 8, 2011.  We hope this will allow you more time to look at the proposed 

irrigated agriculture waivers and examine the scientific data so that we may come up with an 

agriculture waiver that would both improve our water supply and allow agriculture to thrive in our 

region.   

  

Sincerely, 

  

Aaron Lazanoff 

San Luis Obispo County Cattlemen's President 

From:    Aaron Lazanoff <alazanoff@msn.com>

To:    <AgOrder@waterboards.ca.gov>

Date:    6/2/2010 1:22 PM

Subject:   support of term renewal

Page 1 of 1
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June 1, 2010 

 

Mr. Jeffrey Young, Chairman 

Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board 

895 Aerovista Place #101 

San Luis Obispo, CA 93401 

 

 

Dear Chairman Young, 

 

I am an avocado grower in Cayucos, in San Luis Obispo County.  We planted our 37 acres of 

avocados and oranges in 1979.  Our ranch is typical of most of the orchards along the north 

coast.  The best farm land is along the creeks and tributaries.  Also the only water availability is 

usually within the proposed buffer zones.  The proposed rules would probably put me out of 

business.  Our ranch straddles two tributaries of Cottontail Creek.  To try to install a buffer zone 

defies reality and doesn't address the actual "buffer" now being provided by the planted acreage.  

It is impossible to judge that there is degradation occurring on our property.  In fact, we have 

made it better...for decreased run-off, enhanced wildlife habitat, overall beauty, etc.  We have 

created a special environment. 

 

I have provided a line-by-line cost breakdown for the California Avocado Commission.  I will be 

glad to break it down for you.  However, for the sake of brevity, this plan would cost me $4,063 

per acre per year.  Most of that is the impact of the buffer zone.  All of my 5 wells are within the 

proposed buffer zone.  They are properly sealed.  The cost above does not include the cost of 

capping those wells.  If that happened, then we would certainly be out of business the day the 

plan goes in to effect.  Would the buffer preclude re-drilling any failed wells?  Does this make 

any sense?  I beg you...reconsider this plan.  We are in the business of providing locally grown 

food for California.  We believe that we do that in a way that protects the environment.  You 

need to do your homework before bringing the hammer down on many family farms that are 

innocent bystanders of this mess.  Please listen to us.   

 

 

 

Bill Coy 

2255 Cottontail Creek Road 

Cayucos, CA 93430 

805-995-2699 
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To: Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board 

 

Dear Chairman Young: 

 

I want to thank you for the work shop last month. It was very 

informative. 

As an avocado grower for over fifty years, I listened with a bit of 

dismay on the blanket attitude of some of the presenters, as well as 

some of the slanted data. 

 

I have been in the Ag Waiver Program for four or more years, and along 

with the other farmers here in Carpinteria, we take pride in our water 

management. 

We only put enough water on our trees to make them grow. Overwatering 

causes root rot. Besides, we cannot afford to be wasteful with the 

cost of water. We use micro sprinklers that put out an average of 20 

gals per hour, for a 6-8 hour set. Fertigation makes sure the 

nutrients are absorbed by the trees and nothing else. 

The Rincon creek, which Surfrider Foundation used as an example of 

contamination, is a little off base. There are tributaries that have 

somewhere around 135 parts, per million, of natural nitrates from 

springs. The high calcinates coming down from the Casitas Creek into 

the Rincon, plus natural oil seepage farther up the Rincon Creek, 

makes it a not so "clean, natural" water flow. Despite this, trout and 

salmon have survived for hundreds of years in the Rincon. 

 

I believe that the clustering of growers, as well as a ban on 

nitrates, demonstrates how ill informed staff and some of the 

concerned urban environmentalists are. Most farmers believe in being 

good stewards of their land. We want our children to enjoy the quality 

of life we have had. 

 

Respectfully Yours, 

 

 

 

Bradley R. Miles 
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Shade Farm Management 
P.O. Box 957 

Summerland, Ca 93067 
June 2, 2010 
 
Mr. Jeffrey Young, Chairman 
Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board 
895 Aerovista Place #101 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401 
 
Dear Mr. Young, 
 
I am an avocado grower and farm manager in Santa Barbara County and am writing with 
my concerns regarding the proposed RWCB staff Ag Waiver Draft Proposal. I am very 
concerned with how much additional compliance cost expense is going to be generated by the 
proposed regulation. With the average avocado orchard running around 10 acres, the 
compliance cost will be, for many, the straw that breaks their back and puts them out of 
business. Let me cite a few specifics: 
 

• 1,000 foot riparian and aquatic buffers – I manage one 48 acre avocado ranch, where 
this buffer will remove over one half of the planted acreage. This is a property that 
has been farmed continuously by the same family for over 130 years. Another 16 acre 
property will be completely removed from farming. This is a property that has been in 
orchard crops for most of the 20th century and all of the 21st. 

• Avocados are one of the most salt sensitive crops grown. We must be able to leach 
salts out of the root zones of our trees, or they will become unproductive. In normal 
rainfall years, Mother Nature takes care of this for us. In drought years, our trees will 
die without leaching. 

• Containment of storm water discharges: small and even medium sized orchardists do 
not have the land mass available to create basins to contain storm water. The 
permitting process to build a structure of this type will be overwhelming to the 
typical small farmer. As an added question, how will the beaches of our fair state have 
sand replenished if we contain all sediment on site? Beach erosion is also a major 
concern. 

 
I have concerns with nearly ever facet of the proposed plan and the costs associated with 
implementation. With fewer farmers on fewer acres trying to feed an ever growing 
population, is it wise to regulate our food producers out of existence? U.S. Judge Wenger of 
Fresno ruled recently that water plans MUST also consider the “human element.” I strongly 
urge you to do so, as well. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Rick Shade  
Owner, Shade Farm Management 
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May 17,2010

Mr. Anthony Botelho,

Dear Supervisor Botelho:

Thank you for the opportunity to meet with you today and hear the San Benito County Farm

Bureau concerns regarding the economic impact of the Regional Board Staff's February 1,2010
proposed Conditional Ag Waiver. We ask that you consider writing to Chairman Young and the
Regional Board highlighting the direct effects that this will have on San Benito County and its
farming community.

The San Benito County Farm Bureau realizes that the proposed Waiver is a draft; however the
effects on our community will be devastating if implemented as is. San Benito County is unique
with the amount of tributaries funneled through the northern end of the County and the effects
will be multiplied on the potential loss of prime farmland and farmland of statewide importance.
There are numerous and complex water sheds in our County.

• The arduous reporting requirements will be overly burdensome as you will see below as
the cost of compliance exceeds the profitability of farming in San Benito County.

• The implementation of this will cause an economic chain reaction felt throughout the
entire County.

• San Benito County Farmers have been cooperating and participating in the current Ag
Waiver. Due to the success and enrollment of the Ag Waiver we ask that the San-Benito
County Board of Supervisors write the Regional Board to keep the existing Ag Waiver.

Our organization feels it is important that the County indicate the potential lost business
revenues as well as impacts to the public infrastructure in San Benito County. We see this as
having short term and long term negative social economic impacts directly on the San Benito
County budget.

We are supplying you with statistical data that was compiled by Grower Shipper Association of
Central Coast. These data were collected through a series of sequential steps. The first was to
review staff's proposed Waiver to identify compliance requirements which might generate costs
for the growers. As stated, it is expected that the proposal will be amended. It should also be
noted that aspects of the proposed Waiver were ambiguous; and therefore, it was difficult to
assess the proposed cost. Every effort was made to be fair about anticipated impacts. For
example, few specifics were provided regarding grower monitoring and reporting. Are growers

Telephone: 831.637.7643 ~ Facsimile: 815.366.7902

530 San Benito Street, Suite 201 ~ Hollister, CA 95023

sa nbe nita .cfbf. com
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required to monitor on a montWy or quarterly basis? Are they required to monitor in one location
per farm or at each discharge point? For the sake of simplicity, we assumed that the growers will
only have to sample one time annually and once per operation for a cost of $1 ,600 per year.

The next step was to conduct grower interviews of cool season vegetables, avocado and grape
growers. We were unable to obtain strawberry grower interviews. Warm season vegetables and
stone fruit growers will definitely feel the economic impact of compliance requirements on a
localized basis. However, the acreage of these other crops is not significant to the overall Central
Coast economy and we could not justify the resources to do grower interviews in these crops.
Hence, the costs presented here do not estimate the true extent of the economic impact. They are
limited to the commodities for which interviews were conducted.

Grower interviews concentrated on the costs of compliance in a field of a specific size and with
specific parameters rather than for a grower's entire operation. Field sizes in question ranged
from 14 to 500 acres. This approach allowed us to calculate a cost per acre and economies of
scale are reflected for the larger operations. Often, growers interviewed would provide a cost
range. For example, a grower must halt nitrate fertilizer applications three days prior to a
forecasted rain and three days after a rain. Cool season vegetable growers estimated that the loss
of the crop grown during the rainy season would vary with the amount of rain received. Also,
there is the possibility that packers might shift winter grown crops to other areas of the country
such as Yuma or Texas or to Mexico. Therefore, the losses for the winter crop might be
anywhere from 0 to 100 percent. Consequently, we estimated minimum and maximum costs per
acre as shown below.

Avocados = $705.45 - $2,189.94/acre (Note: the range was largely influenced by whether a
creek bordered or ran through an orchard.

Cool Season vegetables = $528.11- 660.74/acre
Wine Grapes = $469.05 - $519.05/acre

Next, the cost per acre was multiplied by the number of acres per commodity in Santa Clara, San
Benito, Santa Cruz, Monterey, San Luis Obispo and Santa Barbara Counties. These data were
based on the County Agricultural Commissioner reports. These calculations estimated Central
Coast lost business revenue to be between $231,453,102.33 and $298,707,620.54.

Finally, an economist inserted the minimum and maximum lost business revenue into a model
used to calculate lost indirect tax revenue, lost labor income and lost employment. Lost indirect

tax revenue consists of lost property, sales and excise taxes, fees and licenses that would have
been paid by businesses. Taxes on profits or income and lost taxes from declining property
values are not included in these estimates. Lost labor income includes all forms of employee
compensation that would have been paid by employers. Lost employment is straightforward in

Economic Impact letter to SBC Board of Supervisors 5-17-10
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that it demonstrates the number ofjobs lost and is calculated in a full-time equivalent

employment value on an annual basis. We expect that lost employment will not be consistent

across the region but will be concentrated in Monterey and Santa Barbara Counties. For example,

in 2007, in Monterey County 21 percent or 38,000 employees depend directly upon agriculture

for employment while 54 percent or approximately 45,000 depend on agriculture for

employment.

The model indicates that lost tax revenue is between $ 19,624,441.00 and $25,326,816.00.

Lost labor income is between $87,302,937.00 and $112,670,999.00. It is estimated that 2,572

to 3,320 jobs will be lost.

Total output losses are total revenues lost for a given time period for an industry in dollars. This

is the best measure of lost business and economic activity. The model indicates that total output

losses are between $364,393,461.00 and $470,277,123.00.

It is also interesting to compare median sales revenue per farm to the average sales revenue per

farm in each county. Fifty percent of the growers have greater sales revenue and 50 percent of

the growers has less sales revenue than the ranges presented below. The average sales revenue is

the total sales revenue divided by the number of growers in each county. These data are based

upon the 2007 census data.

Santa
Monterey Santa Cruz Santa Clara San Benito SLO Barbara

Median Sales
Revenue/farm ($) $25K-39,999 $10K-19,999 $2,500-$4,999 $5,000-9,999 $25K-39,999 $10K-19,999
Average Sales
Revenue/farm ($) $1,816,906 $656,037 $220,906 $356,577 $201,368 $595,696

The point of interest here is that the compliance costs for the Conditional Waiver could

potentially exceed the median sales revenue of 50 percent of the growers in most counties. This

will unfairly target small, family-owned farms that are the heart of San Benito.

One last calculation notes that a certain percent of commodities might not be able to sustain the

costs of the proposed Conditional Ag Waiver. Cool season vegetables, strawberries and nursery

crops are considered to be "crops at risk". These three commodities comprise 75.8 percent of all

acres grown on the Central Coast.

Grower Shipper Association of the Central Coast provided this general information to the

Regional Board. We hope this data is useful to the San Benito County Board of Supervisors as it

considers drafting a letter to the Regional Board highlighting the huge and devastating economic

impacts on our County. All comments must be received to the Regional Board by Friday,

Economic Impact letter to SBC Board of Supervisors 5-17-10
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June 4, 2010.

Thank you for your consideration. If you have any questions or concerns please contact Richard
Bianchi, San Benito County Farm Bureau Director.

Regards,
San Benito County Farm Bureau

Economic Impact letter to SBC Board of Supervisors 5-17-10
Page 4 of4

Group 15 - FB8 
July 8, 2010 Workshop 
Preliminary Draft Agricultural Order



 

 

 
 

 

 

 

June 4, 2010 

 

 

 

Jeffrey S. Young, Chairman of the Board 

California Regional Water Quality Control Board 

Central Coast Region 

895 Aerovista Place, Suite 101 

San Luis Obispo, California 93401 

 

Re:  Outcomes from the May 12, 2010 Public Workshop and Potential Options for 

Regulating Waste Discharge for Discharges from Irrigated Lands 
 

Dear Chairman Young,  

 

Multiple agricultural organizations would like to thank you for the opportunity to present our 

ideas to the Regional Board members at the Public Workshop held on May 12, 2010.  Given the 

length of the meeting and the volume of information discussed, we respectfully request 

confirmation that the following time schedule proposed by staff, as well as directions given to 

staff by Chairman Young, are correct and will be fulfilled: 

 

Time Schedule: 

 

1. May-August 2010 

a. Staff will analyze and prioritize recommendations from all three proposals. 

b. Staff will consider multiple orders, and provide clear, specific priorities for this 

conditional waiver or order. 

c. Staff will evaluate and respond to written comments as they create a new draft. 

d. Staff will seek direct input on the Draft Order(s). 

i. Staff will hold small interest-specific meetings in lieu of reconvening the 

Ag Panel. 

ii. Meetings will include at least one meeting of persons representing 

agriculture’s interest and staff only. 

iii. The purpose of the meetings is to discuss overarching goals for water 

quality in the region, to affirm common interest in those goals, and to 

outline realistic parameters for progress on common goals over a 

reasonable period of time.  
 

Via U.S. Mail and Email 

AgOrder@waterboards.ca.gov 
cjones@waterboards.ca.gov 
rbriggs@waterboards.ca.gov 
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2. July 2010 in Watsonville  

a. A Board Meeting/Workshop will be held in Watsonville on July 8, 2010. 

i. The current (2004) Conditional Ag Waiver will be renewed for 18 months, 

until December 8, 2011. 

b. A second Public Workshop will take place in which agriculture will have the 

opportunity to make a new presentation, and attendees will have the opportunity 

to speak for 2-3 minutes. 

c. Comments submitted prior to June 4, 2010 will be included in Board binders for 

this Workshop. 
 

3. November 2010 

a. A revised draft Ag Waiver or Order will be released by staff. 
 

4.  February 2011 

a. A revised Ag Waiver or Order will be proposed to the Central Coast Regional 

Water Quality Board at the February 2011 meeting (date has yet to be 

determined). 

 

Directions to Staff: 

 

At the conclusion of the Workshop, Chairman Young and his fellow Board Members directed 

staff and/or legal counsel to: 

 

1. Hold interest-specific meetings with stakeholders in lieu of reconvening the Ag Panel. 
 

2. Prepare a memorandum outlining all types of trade secrets, proprietary information, and 

confidential business records, as well as the provisions of the Water Code which allow 

for privacy of such proprietary information. 
 

3. Prepare a legal memorandum by Board Counsel responding to all of the legal issues 

raised by agriculture in written comments and presented orally at the Workshop. 
 

4. Assess staff resources and capabilities to accomplish its existing workload of established 

responsibilities prior to adding new time-intensive requirements. 
 

5. Justify costs (of staff, resources, etc) to run and manage the waiver/order. 
 

6. Evaluate and justify the amount of information the Central Coast Regional Water Quality 

Control Board reasonably needs to request from growers with the expectation that most 

of the records should be kept on the farm, and considering staff capacity to manage 

requested data. 
 

7. Consider a “waiver” or similar process spanning at least a 10-year period of time rather 

than a 5-year period of time.  Such a waiver should have provisions for extensions. 

 

 

8. Prioritize water quality goals, tackling higher priority issues first, and focus on long-term 

goals instead of attempting to fulfill all of the CCRWQCB’s water quality aspirations 
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within 5 or 10 years.  Acknowledge that due to the complexity of the issue, solutions will 

take more than 10 years.   
 

9. Support the idea of a voluntary SMART sampling program. 
 

10. Take a new approach to the formation of the revised waiver/order, realizing the 

traditional approach of using an engineering concept used to regulate point source 

dischargers in a permitting setting is not an effective way to address multiple and diverse 

farming operations under a waiver and is not compatible with a farming region of this 

size. 
 

11. Directly involve and collaborate with the California Department of Pesticide Regulation 

in the creation of a new waiver, to better understand and incorporate the technical issues 

surrounding toxicity. 
 

12. Coordinate with all applicable local and state agencies in addition to DPR. 
 

13. Determine the status of enrollment and the extent of non-enrollees. 
 

14. Create a waiver or order that recognizes growers’ good-faith efforts. 
 

15. Prepare a draft MRP document by the July Workshop, stressing the importance of 

receiving a draft as soon as possible. 
 

16. Incorporate continuing educational requirements into the new waiver/order.  

 

Given the importance of this issue, we respectfully request confirmation that the summary of the 

time schedule and the directions to staff described herein are accurate and will be completed in a 

timely fashion. 

 

Sincerely,  

 

      

 

_______________________________ 

 

Kari E. Fisher 

     Associate Counsel 

California Farm Bureau Federation 

Monterey County Farm Bureau 

San Benito County Farm Bureau 

San Luis Obispo County Farm Bureau 

San Mateo County Farm Bureau 

Santa Clara County Farm Bureau 

Santa Cruz County Farm Bureau 

Santa Barbara County Farm Bureau 
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_______________________________ 

 

James W. Bogart 

President & General Counsel 

Grower-Shipper Association of Central California 

 

 

_______________________________ 

 

Richard Quandt 

     President 

Grower-Shipper Association of Santa Barbara  

and San Luis Obispo Counties 

 

 

_______________________________ 

 

Gail Delihant 

Director, CA Government Affairs 

Western Growers 

 

 

 

 

_______________________________ 

 

Kay Mercer 

     Executive Director 

Central Coast Agricultural Water Quality Coalition 

 

 

 

_______________________________ 

 

     Kris O’Connor 

Executive Director 

Central Coast Vineyard Team 
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_______________________________ 

 

Tom Bellamore 

     President 

California Avocado Commission 

 

 

 

 

_______________________________ 

 

Robert Dolezal    

 Executive Vice President 

California Association of Nurseries and Garden Centers 

 

 

   

_______________________________ 

 

Rick Tomlinson 

     Director of Government Affairs 

California Strawberry Commission 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

cc: John H. Hayashi, Board Member 

David T. Hodgin, Board Member 

Dr. Monica S. Hunter, Board Member 

Russell M. Jeffries, Vice Chairman of the Board 

Gary C. Shallcross, Board Member 

Tom P. O'Malley, Board Member 

Roger Briggs, Executive Director 
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CAPITOL OFFiCE

STATE CAPITOL
ROOM 4062

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
TEL (916) 651-4019
FAX (916) 324-7544

DISTRiCT OFFiCES

2655 FIRST STREET
SUITE 230

SIMI VALLEY, CA 93065
TEL (805) 306-8886
FAX (805) 306-8899

610 ANACAPA STREET
UNIT B-4

SANTA BARBARA, CA 93101
TEL (805) 965-0862
FAX (805) 965-0701

, May 19, 2010

COMMITTEES

HEALTH
ViCE-CHAIR

BUDGET & FISCAL REVIEW

ENERGY, UTILITIES
& COMMUNICATIONS

ELEC.TIONS,
REAPPORTIONMENT &
CONSTITUTIONAL
AMENDMENTS

SELECT COMMITTEE ON
CALIFORNIA'S WINE
INDUSTRY

SELECT COMMITTEE ON
IMPROVING STATE
GOVERNMENT

Chairman Jeffrey Young
'''CentrarCuast''RegIonaIVv'~'i:er Quaiity~Corrtroj Board

895 Aerovista Place, Suite 101
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401-7906

Re: Ag Waiver Order

.. ;'

Dear Chairman Young: FDS / :'X'C:"'&,',. /:1M <;;"( ,

. San Lu:;.. (}~.~.~' ....\ C:.-. ~r.. .,~...,,!-/:,
c~~~U~;'(H.· ,.f S;~ r};·("J.[l!~~ _ ~, _. .. __... ".

A§lfb(d;,Rlidw~,i-tt1le Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board is considering
adoption of an Ag Waiver Rule. You recently held a workshop in San Luis Obispo to
hear from the agricultural community in regards to their concerns. From that workshop
you have now scheduled a workshop for Salinas on July 8, 2010 to allow 'the farming
66rhrn'Unhy in northern SLO and Monterey counties to voice their input in regards to this
proposal.

I am writing to formerly request that you also schedule a-workshop in Santa Barbara or
Goleta:, ';Sbuthern Santa Barbara County and Northern Ventura County have substantial
agriculturalihterests.' The workshops you've had were not cbnvenielitly'locatedfor, ,. '
them to hear from your Board and to provide your Board)nput. Byscheduling a
workshop in Santa Barbai:a or Goleta, my hope is a~l partiesinvoived"V'iili :::reheardfrom.

.." . . . ~ .'
;'-' ..

I hope you; can confirm fbI' me·in 'the near future~such a work~hop will 'be"scheduled so I
Cari infbrm my agricultural constituents. ': ··v<:.' ":.":,: .... : '

•. ,. ." i ~ .
,',

... ..... '.. :~ ~ ~:, .. ,
' .• i.,

: ~: . ..':: .: .: ~,.:. '-:, c.l ~ :;; ;.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.
, ' ..

srh:ee'iel~i\ :~ t. :. ~(\~ l~ ~;;'.:~ ~ ~ ., :.-'. r:'~1 .' ; , '. ,'. : t·· ~:'/ .~: .~: !i··. .~.:.~>~: .(~..;c::< .. !iJt)r;f UJ i_;;~";:l~:ilCia (':.: -~;..J!~~

~j:~:;:;':":j;~l~~~,,;; ~:f:~~/'S~~>;,c~;~1'it~~::~i;::~:~;~,~~~~~:;~~~:r:~;~;~Ob
~:An~~·~tr·I~1~·lal1~~"':J ~'-'·":)i.~:.l~:j~ (~~.F:.:J·--::·.t ~,-"~' i::-~di\.,.l'"r~;:~ ~~ #.~,rtL i ';t ::::n,L'\ ~ :tJU'·"'.~";""'~'1 'BC~8t,r: 12 C.JIJ~:a,Gt~IJv'-I' t:1 .1 '0 ft.,'f\: U ~ f ••• ,~,j • I I .r" T ... ~,- ".,.. .'-\ .. "'...

Senator, 19th District .
[:;.t;~Jt. s ~ .?:qt~..:}~;U } ....fJ~~tJ~~i'
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COUNTY OF SAN BENITO
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

481 Fourth Street • Hollister, CA 95023
Phone: 831-636-4000 • Fax:831-636-4010

May 25, 2010

Chairman Jeffrey Young
Central Coast Regional Water Control Board
895 Aerovista Place, Ste. 101
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401-7906

RE: Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board's Preliminary Draft
Agricultural Order to Control Discharges from Irrigated Lands.

Dear Chairman Young:

We are writing to the response to the Preliminary Draft Agricultural Order that the
Central Coast RWQCB is considering. While we recognize the importance of water
quality, this proposal could have serious economic impacts to our local economy. We are
requesting that your agency consider these impacts when developing the Agricultural
Order, and develop a system that provides protection to the area water while at the same
time protects agriculture's livelihood.

Agriculture is San Benito County's number one industry. Any negative impacts on this
industry are likely to have impacts on local employment, income and the general well
being of the county. In addition, the Central Coast RWQCB proposal for dealing with
Agricultural Waivers appears to be more burdensome to the producers of this region than
those producers which are located in the other eight regional boards. This action may put
this region's agriculture at an economic disadvantage to the other regions in the state.
These factors in tum could have a direct effect on our county's abilities to generate tax
revenues to provide essential services.

~an Benito County is unique in that most of the agricultural production is found in the
northwest comer of the county. This area is blessed with excellent soils, good weather,
abundant of water supplies and has an established infrastructure to support intensive
agriculture. This area also has many water tributaries which converge in this same region.
As written, this plan would result in the loss of some of our best farm ground by requiring
a buffer zone around these tributaries. A loss of local farm ground would cause an
economic chain of events which would be felt throughout the county.
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By limiting the use of region's land near waterways moves the Central Coast RWQCB
into a position of regulating local land use. The public use of its land is already regulated
by this county's general plan. We question if another layer of governmental regulation is
desirable for the local economy and the public in general. Because of this, we are asking
you to consider the effects of entering into local land use policies.

A healthy agricultural economy is a key ingredient to a healthy local economy. While
water quality is indeed an important part of the county health, any additional regulation
must be reviewed carefully to ensure that it is actually effective and it will contribute to
the overall health of the community.

We have enclosed a copy of a letter to Supervisor Anthony Botelho from the San Benito
County Farm Bureau which includes statistical data that was compiled by the Grower
Shipper Association of the Central Coast which shows the tremendous fiscal impact upon
San Benito County's agriculture industry.

The San Benito County Board of Supervisors recommends maintaining the current Ag
Waiver for another term.

Thank you for considering our response regarding the potential impacts to our county.

Sincerely,

M~.
Reb Monaco, Chairman
San Benito County Board of Supervisors

Ene. (1)

__-~-~- ._.. ~-...,.& ~ ~ -.- ......... -_ .. .. N •• _ "." _. ~ ..

Cc: ffioger Briggs, Executive Officer, Central Coast RWQCB /
San Benito County Fann Bureau
San Benito County Agricultural Commissioner

(G)Clerk/Correspondence/CCRWQCB 052510
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May 17,2010

Mr. Anthony Botelho,

Dear Supervisor Botelho:

Thank you for the opportunity to meet with you today and hear the San Benito County Farm

Bureau concerns regarding the economic impact of the Regional Board Staffs February 1,2010
proposed Conditional Ag Waiver. \\le ask that you consider writing to Chairman Young and the

Regional Board highlighting-the-El-irect effects that this will have on San Benito County and its

farming community.

The San Benito County Farm Bureau realizes that the proposed Waiver is a draft; however the
effects on our community will be devastating if implemented as is. San Benito County is unique
with the amount of tributaries funneled through the northern end of the County and the effects

will be multiplied on the potential loss of prime farmland and farmland of statewide impOliance.
There are numerous and complex water sheds in our County.

~ The arduous reporting requirements will be overly burdensome as you will see below as
the cost of compliance exceeds the profitability of farming in San Benito County.

~ The implementation of this will cause an economic chain reaction felt throughout the

entire County.

<I!! San Benito County Farmers have been cooperating and participating in the current Ag
Waiver. Due to the success and enrollment of the Ag Waiver we ask that the San Benito

County Board of Supervisors write the Regional Board to keep the existing Ag Waiver.
Our organization feels it is important that the County indicate the potential lost business

revenues as well as impacts to the public infrastructure in San Benito County. We see this as
having short term and long term negative social economic impacts directly on the San Benito
County budget.

We are supplying you with statistical data that was compiled by Grower Shipper Association of

Central Coast. These data were collected through a series of sequential steps. The first was to

review staffs proposed Waiver to identify compliance requirements which might generate costs

for the growers. As stated, it is expected that the proposal will be amended. It should also be
noted that aspects of the proposed Waiver were ambiguous; and therefore, it was difficult to
assess the proposed cost. Every effort was made to be fair about anticipated impacts. For
example, few specifics were provided regarding grower monitoring and reporting. Are growers

Telephone: 831.637.7643 • Facsimile: 815.366.7902

530 San Benito Street, Suite 201 ~ Hollister, CA 95023

sa n ben ito .cfbf .com Group 15 - M18 
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required to monitor on a monthly or quarterly basis? Are they required to monitor in one location
per farm or at each discharge point? For the sake of simplicity, we assumed that the growers will
only have to sample one time annually and once per operation for a cost of $1 ,600 per year.

The next step was to conduct grower interviews of cool season vegetables, avocado and grape
growers. We were unable to obtain strawberry grower interviews. Warm season vegetables and
stone fruit growers will definitely feel the economic impact of compliance requirements on a

localized basis. However, the acreage of these other crops is not significant to the overall Central
Coast economy and we could not justify the resources to do grower interviews in these crops.

Hence, the costs presented here do not estimate the true extent of the economic impact. They are
limited to the commodities for which interviews were conducted.

Grower interviews concentrated on the costs of compliance in a field of a specific size and with
specific parameters rather than for a grower's entire operati-on~ Field sizes-in question-ranged
from 14 to 500 acres. This approach allowed us to calculate a cost per acre and economies of

scale are reflected for the larger operations. Often, growers interviewed would provide a cost
range. For example, a grower must halt nitrate fertilizer applications three days prior to a
forecasted rain and three days after a rain. Cool season vegetable growers estimated that the loss
of the crop grown during the rainy season would vary with the amount of rain received. Also,
there is the possibility that packers might shift winter grown crops to other areas of the country
such as Yuma or Texas or to Mexico. Therefore, the losses for the winter crop might be
anywhere from 0 to 100 percent. Consequently, we estimated minimum and maximum costs per
acre as shown below.

Avocados = $705.45 - $2,189.94/acre (Note: the range was largely influenced by whether a
creek bordered or ran through an orchard.

Cool Season vegetables =$528.11 - 660.74/acre
Wine Grapes = $469.05 - $519.05/acre

Next, the cost per acre was multiplied by the number of acres per commodity in Santa Clara, San
Benito, Santa Cruz, Monterey, San Luis Obispo and Santa Barbara Counties. These data were

based on the County Agricultural Commissioner reports. These calculations estimated Central

Coast Dost business revenue to be lbetweeHll $231,453,102.33 and $298,707,620.54.

Finally, an economist inserted the minimum and maximum lost business revenue into a model
used to calculate lost indirect tax revenue, lost labor income and lost employment. Lost indirect

tax revenue consists oflost property, sales and excise taxes, fees and licenses that would have
been paid by businesses. Taxes on profits or income and lost taxes from declining property
values are not included in these estimates. Lost labor income includes all forms of employee
compensation that would have been paid by employers. Lost employment is straightforward in

Economic Impact letter to sse Board of Supervisors 5-17-10
Page2of4Group 15 - M18 

July 8, 2010 Workshop 
Preliminary Draft Agricultural Order



•

that it demonstrates the number of jobs lost and is calculated in a full-time equivalent
employment value on an annual basis. We expect that lost employment will not be consistent
across the region but will be concentrated in Monterey and Santa Barbara Counties. For example,
in 2007, in Monterey County 21 percent or 38,000 employees depend directly upon agriculture
for employment while 54 percent or approximately 45,000 depend on agriculture for

employment.

The model indicates that lost tax revenue is between $ 19,624,441.00 and $25,326,816.00.
Lost labor income is between $87,302,937.00 and $112,670,999.00. It is estimated that 2,572

to 3,320 jobs will be lost.

Total output losses are total revenues lost for a given time period for an industry in dollars. This
is the best measure of lost business and economic activity. The model indicates that total output

losses are between $36-4,393,461~00-and$470,2-97,123.00.

It is also interesting to compare median sales revenue per farm to the average sales revenue per

farm in each county. Fifty percent of the growers have greater sales revenue and 50 percent of
the growers has less sales revenue than the ranges presented below. The average sales revenue is
the total sales revenue divided by the number of growers in each county. These data are based

upon the 2007 census data.

Santa
Monterey Santa Cruz Santa Clara San Benito SLO Barbara

Median Sales
Revenue/farm ($) $25K-39,999 $IOK-19,999 $2,500-$4,999 $5,000-9,999 $25K-39,999 $10K-19,999

Average Sales
Revenue/farm ($) $1,816,906 $656,037 $220,906 $356,577 $201,368 $595,696

The point of interest here is that the compliance costs for the Conditional Waiver could
potentially exceed the median sales revenue of 50 percent of the growers in most counties. This

will unfairly target small, family-owned farms that are the heart of San Benito.

One last calculation notes that a certain percent of commodities might not be able to sustain the

costs of the proposed Conditional Ag Waiver. Cool season vegetables, strawberries and nursery

crops are considered to be "crops at risk". These three commodities comprise 75.8 percent of all

acres grown on the Central Coast.

Grower Shipper Association of the Central Coast provided this general information to the

Regional Board. We hope this data is useful to the San Benito County Board of Supervisors as it
considers drafting a letter to the Regional Board highlighting the huge and devastating economic
impacts on our County. All comments must be received to the Regional Board by Friday,

Economic Impact letter to SBe Board of Supervisors 5-17-10
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]W1e 4, 2010.

Thank you for your consideration. If you have any questions or concerns please contact Richard

Bianchi, San Benito County Farm Bureau Director.

Regards,

San Benito County Farm Bureau

Economic Impact letter to SBC Board of Supervisors 5-17-10
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FW: research shows AG runoff contributes to toxic red tide
From: Carol Georgi (cdgeorgi@hotmail.com)
Sent: Tue 5/25/10 11:27 AM
To: info3@waterboards.ca.gov

I

Carol Georgi (degeorgi@hotmail.com)
243 Vista Del Mar Ave
Shell Beach, CA 93449

May 12, 2010

California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Central Coast Region
895 Aerovista Place, Suite 101
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401-7906

RE: public comment of the Agricultural Order

Dear Water Quality Board Members,

I am writing this letter in support of the California Agricultural Order for water quality regulations.
I am including research that documents how the urea in agricultural runoff results in the formation of domoic acid that
acts as a neurotoxin in marine mammals and humans. This chemical reaction is one example of the harmful results '
caused by agricultural runoff.

Our CA coastal waters need protection from agricultural runoff that could affect our seafood supply, our businesses
associated with the catching, selling, and preparation of seafood, and our enjoyment both personal and business of the
water.

The coastal waters are not a sewer for agricultural runoff.
non-polluted coastal waters is an important resource for all of California.
We must work together to keep pollutants out of the water.

Sincerely,~
<::'.~~_c;_.,,~?: ~:'_______ _~ (

Dr Raphael Kudela of UCSC spoke at the April MIG meeting
"Marine Animals as Ocean Sentinels of Harmful Algae: Early Warning or ignored Problem"

Notes:
the presence of urea in ocean water is rare
humans are the main source of urea in the ocean water from AG run off & septic system leakage
urea in ocean water increases (doubles) the growth of the toxic bloom associated with red tide. when the toxic bloom
growth is doubled, toxicity results.
Domoic Acid (DA) is a chemical that is produced by algae or plankton when it blooms.
In marine mammals and humans, DA is a tricarboxylic acid that acts as a neurotoxin.

65% of CA sea lion and sea otters studied, tested positive for domoic acid in their blood
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domoic acid information and history:
http://www.cimwi.org/stranded_domoic.html

this uri is the pdf of Dr. Raphail Kudela's scientific research on toxic algae in California.

http://oceansci.ucsc.eduifaculty/documents/l_Kudela_HA_2008.pdf

Accepted Manuscript

Title: The Potential Role of Anthropogenically Derived Nitrogen in the Growth of Harmful Algae in
California, USA

Authors: Raphael M. Kudela, Jenny Q. Lane, William P. Cochlan

PH: DOl: Reference:

To appear in:

Received date: Revised date: Accepted date:

SI568-9883(08)00108-X doi: lO.1016/j.hal.2oo8.08.019 HARALG 453

Harmful Algae

30-4-200722-7-20071-8-2008
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the Growth of Hannful Algae in California, USA, Harmful Algae (2007), doi: 10.1 016/j.hal.2008.08.019
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The Potential Role of Anthropogenically Derived Nitrogen in the Growth of Hannful Algae in California, USA

Raphael M. Kudelal *, Jenny Q. Lanel, and William P. Cochlan2

IOcean'Sciences Department, University of Califomia Santa Cruz, 1156 High Street, Santa Cruz, CA 95064, USA
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Accepted Manuscript

1 Abstract 2 3 Cultural eutrophication is frequently invoked as one factor in the global increase in 4
hannful algal blooms, but is difficult to definitively prove due to the myriad of factors 5 influencing

coastal phytoplankton bloom development. To assess whether eutrophication 6 could he a factor in the
development of hannful algal blooms in California (USA), we 7 review the ecophysiological potential
for urea uptake by Pseudo-nitzschia australis 8 (Bacillariophyceae), Heterosigma akashiwo
(Raphidophyceae), and Lingulodinium 9 polyedrum (Dinophyceae), all of which have been found at
bloom concentrations and/or

10 exhibited noxious effects in recent years in California coastal waters. We include new 11
measurements from a large (Chlorophyll a> 500 mg m-3) red tide event dominated by 12
Akashiwo sanguinea (Dinophyceae) in Monterey Bay, CA during September 2006. All of 13 these

phytoplankton are capable of using nitrate, ammonium, and urea, although their 14 preference for these
nitrogenous substrates varies. Using published data and recent 15 coastal time series measurements
conducted in Monterey Bay and San Francisco Bay, 16 CA, we show that urea, presumably from
coastal eutrophication, was present in 17 California waters at measurable concentrations during past
hannful algal bloom events. 18 Based on these observations, we suggest that urea uptake could
potentially sustain these 19 harmful algae, and that urea, which is seldom measured as part of coastal
monitoring 20 programs, may be associated with these hannful algal events in California. 21 22 23 Key
Words: ammonium, eutrophication, nitrate, nitrogen uptake kinetics, urea

http://people.ucsc.edu/-kudelaj

Raphael M. Kudela

Associate Professor, Ocean Sciences Deparbnent

Ph.D., University of Southern
California

Office: E&MS A461
Office Phone: 831­
459-32 90

Lab Phone: 9-2688, 9­
42 98 (labs)
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• Kudela lab web page
• Latest Satellite

ImageO'
• Cal-PReEMPT (RAB

monitoring)

Overview:

Class web pages
• Ocea130/230 Biological

Oceanography
• Ocea 101 The Marine

Environment

Email:kudela@ucsc.edu

I am a phytoplankton ecologist who wishes to understand the
fundamental question: what controls phytoplankton growth
and distribution in the ocean. More specifically, how do the
multiple interactions of light, macro- and micronutrients and
phytoplankton physiology determine the rates, processes, and
patterns we observe in the marine environment?
Oceanography is rapidly moving away from observational
science towards an understanding of underlying mechanistic
processes at all scales, in part because of the wealth of
revolutionary new technological and scientific advances. My
approach is to combine a suite of 3 tools: (1) remotely sensed
data from moorings and satellites in combination with
biological models; (2) novel bio-optical methods assaying
phytoplankton physiology; and (3) the refinement of stable and
radio-tracer isotopes.

Specific Research: We are currently working on several projects
in the laboratory and field, primarily in central California.

CIMT: Within the Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary,
we are part of a multi-institution program (the Center for
Integrated Marine Technology) which aims to understand the
linkages from wind to whales. We are involved in the
shipboard and remote sensing components of this project.
The CIMT websitehas many more details.
ECOHAB: Within the Monterey Bay region, there are several
funded groups working closely together on the Pseudo­
nitzschia/domoic acid complex. We are funded to develop in
the field and laboratory an understanding of how Si, N, C, and
light interact physiologically to trigger DA production, and to
develop molecular markers for toxin production. Colleagues at
MBARI (C. Scholin), UCSC (D. Garrison, M. Silver, J.
Goldman, E. Rue), U. Maine (M. Wells), and MLML (G.J.
Smith) are working on related aspects, ranging from the role of
metal availability, including iron, to the transfer of toxin Group 15 - P24 

July 8, 2010 Workshop 
Preliminary Draft Agricultural Order



through the marine food web.
Cal-PReEMPT: In collaboration with Dr. Gregg Langlois at
the California Department of Health Services, we are
developing better monitoring tools for Harmful Algal Blooms
occurring in the state of California, with funding from the
NOAA MERHAB program. This is a multi-year effort involving
Peter Miller (lead PI) and Mary Silver at UCSC, as well as Rick
Stumpf (NOAA) and collaborators in Oregon and Washington
states. See the Cal-PreEMPT webpagefor details.
NASA projects: A physiological model of nitrogen utilization
by natural phytoplankton assemblages which can predict new
production in coastal waters using remotely sensed data
(AVHRR and ocean color data) or moorings was developed as
part of NASA grant NAGS-6S63. As part of the EPA funded
Coastal Intensive Sites Network (CISNet; NASA grant NAGS­
7632), we also developed regional algorithms (pigments,
CDOM, sediments, new production) along a gradient of water
conditions, from the blue-water stations occupied off central
California to the turbid waters of San Pablo Bay. These
methods are currently being applied to ongoing projects,
including CoOP and CIMT.

CoOP: As part of an NSF-sponsored Coastal Ocean Projects
program, we were part of a s-year study of coastal productivity
(The Role of Wind Driven Transport in Shelf Productivity).
This program has 3 field years, with a combination of
instrumented moorings and cruises, followed by two years of
data assimilation and development of a coupled physical­
biological model. We are responsible for the bio-optical
component and shipboard process studies, and is developing
regional algorithms for new and primary production. More
information is available here.
As part of the CoOP program River Influences on Shelf
Ecosystems (RISE), we are currently evaluating the role of the
Columbia River Plume in modulating coastal productivity. This
program is also 5 years, with 4 field seasons and an integrated
modeling component. More information is available here.

Selected Publications (click the PDF link for reprints):

Kudela, R, G. Pitcher, T. Probyn, F. Figueiras, T. Moita, and V. Trainer.
2005. Harmful Algal Blooms in coastal upwelling
systems. Oceanography, 18(2): 184-197. [PDF]

Ryan, J.P., H.M. Dierssen, RM. Kudela, C.A Scholin, K.S. Johnson, F.P.
Chavez, AM. Fischer, KV. Rienecker, P. McEnaney, R Marin, and J.M.
Sullivan. Coastal ocean physics and red tides. Oceanography, 18(2):
214-223. [PDF]

Croll, D.A, and R Kudela. Ecosystem impact of the decline oflarge

5
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whales in the North Pacific. In: J.Estes, R. Brownell, D. Doak, and T.
Williams (Eds.). Whales, Whaling, and Ocean Ecosystems. UC Press
(submitted 3-15-04).

Kudela, RM. and F.P. Chavez. 2004. The impact of coastal runoff on
ocean color during an El Nino year in central California. Deep-Sea
Research II, in press. doi:!0.1016/j.dsr2.2004.04.002. [PDFl

Coale KH, Johnson KS, Chavez FP, Buesseler KO, Barber RT, Brzezinski
MA, Cochlan WP, Millero FJ, Falkowski PG, Bauer JE, Wanninkof
RH, KudeIa RM, Altabet MA, Hales BE, Takahashi T, Landry MR,
Bidigare RR, Wang X, Chase Z, Strutton PG, Friederich GE, Gorbunov
MY, Lance VP, Hilting AI<, Hiscock MR, Demarest M, Hiscock wr,
Sullivan KF, Tanner SJ, Gordon RM, Hunter CN, Elrod VA, Fitzwater
SE, Jones JL, Tozzi S, Koblizek M, Roberts AE, Herndon J, Brewster J,
Ladizinsky N, Smith G, Cooper D, Sheridan CC, Twining BS, Johnson ZI.
2004. Southern Ocean Iron Enrichment Experiment: Carbon cycling in
high- and low-Si waters. Science 304:408-414. [PDFl

Kudela, R, W. Cochlan, and A Roberts. 2003. Spatial and temporal
patterns of Pseudo-nitzschia spp. in central California related regional
oceanography. In: Steidinger, KA, J.H. Landsberg, C.R Tomas, and
G.A Vargo (Eds.) Harmful Algae 2002. Florida and Wildlife
Conservation Commission, Florida Institute of Oceanography, and
Intergovernmental Oceanographic Commission of UNESCO. In
press. [PDF]

Kudela, R, A Roberts, and M. Armstrong. 2003. Laboratory analyses of
nutrient stress and toxin production in Pseudo-nitzschia spp. from
Monterey Bay, California. In: Steidinger, KA, J.H. Landsberg, C.R
Tomas, and G.A Vargo (Eds.) Harmful Algae 2002. Florida and Wildlife
Conservation Commission, Florida Institute of Oceanography, and
Intergovernmental Oceanographic Commission of UNESCO. In
press. [PDFl

Berelson, W., J. McManus, K Coale, K Johnson, D. Burdige, T. Kilgore,
D. Colodner F. Chavez, R. Kudela, J. Boucher. 2003. A time series of
benthic flux measurements from Monterey Bay, CA Continental Shelf
Research, 23: 457-481. [PDFl

Kudela, RM. and F.P. Chavez. 2002. Multi-platform remote sensing of
new production in central California during the 1997-1998 El
Nino. Progress in Oceanography 54: 233-249. [PDFl

Kudela, RM. and W.P. Cochlan. 2000. Nitrogen and Carbon Uptake
Kinetics and the Influence of Irradiance for a Red Tide Bloom Off
Southern California. Aquat. Microb. Ecol. 21: 31-47. [PDFllarge (3.9
MB)fi'e.

Kudela, RM. and F.P. Chavez. 2000. Modeling the impact of the 1992 El
Nino on new production in Monterey Bay, California. Deep-Sea Res.
1147= 1055-1076. [PDF]

Kudela, RM. and RC. Dugdale. 2000. Nutrient regulation of
phytoplankton productivity in Monterey Bay, California. Deep-Sea Res.
1147: 1023-1053. [PDFl
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Wilkerson, F.P. RC. Dugdale, F.P. Chavez, and RM. Kudela. 2000.
Biomass and productivity in Monterey Bay, CA: contribution of the
larger autotrophs. Deep-Sea Res. 1147:1003-1022. [PDF]

Kudela, RM., W.P. Cochlan and R.C. Dugdale. 1997. Carbon and
nitrogen uptake response to light by phytoplankton during an upwelling
event. J. Plankton Res. 19: 609-630.

Kudela, RM. and F.P. Chavez. 1996. Bio-optical properties in relation
to an algal bloom caused by iron enrichment in the equatorial
Pacific. Geophys. Res. Letters, 23: 3751-3754.

Coale, KH., KS. Johnson, S.E. Fitzwater, RM. Gordon, S. Tanner, F.P.
Chavez, L. Ferioli, C. Sakamoto, P. Rogers, F. Millero, P. Steinberg, P.
Nightingale, D. Cooper, W. Cochlan, M.R. Landry, J. Constantinou, G.
Rollwagen, A Trasvina and R. Kudela. 1996. A massive phytoplankton
bloom induced by an ecosystem-scale iron fertilization experiment in the
equatorial Pacific Ocean. Nature 383: 495-501.

The New Busy is not the old busy. Search, chat and e-mail from your inbox. Get started.

The New Busy is not the too busy. Combine all your e-mail accounts with Hotmail. Get busy.
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>>> "R. Antinetti" <rantinetti@yahoo.com> 6/4/2010 4:42 PM >>> 

 

June 4, 2010 
 
Jeffery S. Young, Chairman of the Board 
Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board 
895 Aerovista Place, Suite 101 
San Luis Obispo, Ca. 93401 
 
CC: Roger Briggs, Angela Schroeter 
 
Re: CCRWQB Request for Public Comment on Preliminary Draft Agricultural Order 
dated February 1, 2010 
  

CSIRO opposes this amendment to the waiver, as it is implies that the 
registration of products through the US EPA and TSCA (processes) is an 
insufficient demonstration of environmental efficacy and safety for approved 
enzymes for on farm use.  The beneficial use of enzymes on farm is a route to 
the significant reduction and potential removal below detectable limits of 
certain classes of pesticides currently present in Basin Plan water bodies. 
CSIRO is actively engaged with staff to have get clarification of 
the expectations and proposed standards for use in "waters of the state" and 
Basin Plan water bodies.  We believe that the use of enzymes that 
breakdown said pesticide residues will be of significant benefit to aquatic 
habitats throughout California.   
We suggest the complete removal of item number 30 on page 56 of the newly 
proposed waiver, or failing this a very clearly articulated and science based 
process that outlines the requirements for such an approval, ensuring that the 
requirements are consistent with the needs of industry, the environmental 
outcomes sought and the approvals already obtained for any product registered 
for the proposed use. 
  
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Rachelle Antinetti, Antinetti Consulting, Inc. on behalf of Cameron Begley, CSIRO 
 
Cameron Begley 
General Manager 
Business Development & Commercialization 
CSIRO Entomology 
Ph: +612-6246-4033 
Mob: +61-438-210-667 
Skype: Cameron.Begley   
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May 19, 2010 
 
To: Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board 

Roger Briggs and Staff 
 
From: Jim Moore 
 Phyto Remediation Engineering LLC 
 sequoyallc@yahoo.com 
 
Dear Roger Briggs and Water Board Staff: 
 
I attended the May 17th meeting in San Luis to make contact and speak briefly about 
pollution cleanup by means of phtyo remediation. 
 
The enormity of the problems detailed by your staff report caused me to step back and 
take some deep breaths. 
 
A few weeks earlier I had spoken with Dr. Louis Licht about what I had perceived as 
problems in the Santa Maria area.  Dr. Licht is probably the most knowledgeable expert 
in the country, with more than 60 successful Phyto Remediation projects in the past 20 
years.  He asked some specific questions and volunteered to consult with us to plan 
cleanup solutions. 
 
I will share with him whatever information your staff may provide and meet with a few 
other parties that impressed me at that meeting. 
 
Possibly some staff members had already contacted Dr. Licht as he mentioned an inquiry 
from a party in Salinas. 
 
I understand the water board’s function is to monitor and find ways to improve the water 
quality with the means available to them:  Measurement and Regulation. 
 
My focus and the focus of my company will be: 
 
1 To remove toxins from the runoff leaving the fields as much as possible. 
2 Develop a system to reduce the nitrate levels in collection ponds. 
3 Develop the best system to lower nitrate concentrations in wells. 
 
Over the past 25 years many universities in the U.S. have studied the problems we face.  
Now is the time to put that intelligence to work. 
 
I look forward to working with you and your staff in the most amicable and efficient 
manner. 
 
Sincerely, 
Jim Moore 
Manager, Director 
Phyto Remediation Engineering LLC 
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June 4, 2010 

 

To, 

Angela Schroeter/ Howard Kolb 

Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board 

895 Aerovista Place, Suite 101 

San Luis Obispo, CA. 93401-7906 

Submitted via E-mail: aschroeter@waterboards.ca.gov, hkolb@waterboards.ca.gov 

 

Subject: Comments on the San Luis Obispo workshop and continued SUPPORT for the Central 

Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board’s Preliminary Draft Recommendations for an 

Updated Agricultural Order 

 

Dear Regional Water Quality Control Board Members, 

 

Thank you for another opportunity to provide public comments on the Central Coast Water 

Board’s consideration of Staff Recommendations for an Updated Agricultural Order. On behalf 

of the Environmental Justice Coalition for Water, we applaud your continued prioritization of 

this critical program necessary to protect and restore the quality of the Central Coast’s precious 

water resources.  

 

The Environmental Justice Coalition for Water (EJCW) is a statewide coalition of more than 70 

community-based and non-profit organizations working to achieve water justice in California. 

Water justice is the ability of all communities to access safe, affordable water resources for all 

beneficial uses. Most pertinent to the Board’s efforts, we work with disadvantaged communities 

struggling to gain access to water for basic human needs like drinking, bathing, and cooking. 

These communities are often forced to drink contaminated groundwater, or to pay high rates for 

alternate water because their drinking water is non-potable, while still bathing and washing their 

clothes and dishes in contaminated water. Implementation of the preliminary staff report would 

provide these communities with another tool to help them to achieve access to safe water.  

 

EJCW was present at the workshop in San Luis Obispo on May 12, 2010, along with community 

members who asked you to keep in mind how families and communities are damaged by 

contaminated water. We continue to urge you to consider environmental justice before making 

your decisions. Community members were at San Luis Obispo not just from the Central Coast 

areas such as Salinas, Santa Cruz, Monterey, Fort Ord and San Luis Obispo, but community 

people also came from Tulare county (Central Valley), Maywood (Los Angeles), Oxnard, 

Ventura and San Francisco. They travelled long distances to stand for Central Coast community 

members who could not afford to take a day off of work to attend the all-day meeting. These 

community members do not have vacation time they can take and still get paid. In fact some of 
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them face the jeopardy of losing their jobs altogether if they do not show up for work every 

single day.  

 

EJCW appreciated the opportunity to make a 15 minute presentation at the San Luis Obispo 

meeting. We will also attend the July 8, 2010 workshop in Watsonville along with local 

community members and we respectfully request 15 minutes of time to speak to the Board in 

support of the Staff recommendations. We will bring new information regarding the specific 

concerns in the northern part of the region. 

 

Agricultural Discharges and Contaminated Groundwater 

 

At the San Luis Obispo workshop, we were pleased that the gravity of the nitrate contamination 

in the Central Coast region was acknowledged, and also the fact that it is largely due to 

agricultural practices and contaminated agricultural discharges. After decades without regulation, 

groundwater contamination from nitrates severely impacts domestic drinking water supplies in 

the area. 

 

For small, disadvantaged communities, such as San Jerardo Cooperative, the costs of drilling a 

new well or paying for water treatment become increasingly expensive, and they can be left 

entirely without safe drinking water. For cities like Salinas, Watsonville, King City and Soledad, 

ratepayers pay higher prices over time for water treatment. The costs of nitrate contamination in 

the Salinas valley are high, and none of these costs are being borne by the polluters (agricultural 

dischargers). Now that the severity of the situation has become evident, we urge the Board to 

take immediate steps to rectify the situation.  

 

Many farmers stated at the San Luis Obispo workshop that they would go out of business if the 

Staff Recommendations went into effect. The agriculture presentation estimated that Central 

Coast lost business revenue would be between $231.4 Million and $298.7 Million
1
. However, 

almost no explanation is provided for these numbers. There are no details on how the data was 

collected. Detailed information on how costs were estimated should be clearly outlined before 

these numbers are taken into consideration by the Regional Board. We would also like to point 

out that the agricultural industry is highly profitable; any economic considerations must be 

thoroughly documented and considered within the context of the industry’s overall revenue. 

 

The agricultural community’s presentation compared their Ag Alternative to the current Order, 

exalting the virtues of the current Order and its effectiveness. If the current order were effective 

we would not continue to see worsening groundwater quality conditions across the State. We 

would respectfully like to remind the Board that these same growers and farmers were against 

the current Order when it was being considered in 2004. It is understandable that any 

business/commercial group being regulated would be wary of and perhaps opposed to new 

regulation. However, the Regional Board is the only agency in the area with the regulatory 

authority to protect the water and hence we urge you to look beyond the exaggerated numbers. 

                                                 
1 Ag Alternative presentation made at San Luis Obispo, titled ‘Economic Impact of the CCRWQCB’s Proposed Ag 

Waiver on Central Coast Agriculture’, available at: 

http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/rwqcb3/board_info/agendas/2010/may/item3/2010_05_12_CCRWQCB%20Ag%20Alt%2

0Proposal%20ALL.pdf 
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Furthermore, for too long, the costs of regulation have been used to argue against stronger 

requirements and costs such as groundwater contamination have been externalized onto the 

general public, often small communities like San Jerardo who are the least able to cover these 

costs. We feel strongly feel that the Regional Board must move beyond these limitations to fulfill 

its responsibilities and protect the water quality of the Central Coast region. 

 

EJCW, like the Regional Board, supports agriculture in the Central Coast, but it must be 

sustainable. Protecting and restoring water quality and supporting agricultural benefits are both 

essential to the region and must go hand-in-hand.  

 

At the end of the workshop in San Luis Obispo, it was heartening to hear the Board’s comments 

that we do have a widespread problem and we do need to fix it. We appreciate that you like the 

Staff’s approach that ultimately focuses on water quality improvements. For this, ongoing 

monitoring and reporting is essential, so we urge you to focus on these sections of the 

recommendations. 

 

Extension of Current Waiver 

 

The Regional Board Staff has proposed to extend the current Conditional Waiver (Agricultural 

Order No. R3-2009-0050) by 18 months, until December 8, 2011. The Waiver originally expired 

in July 2009 and has already been extended for a year. Since water quality is worsening in most 

places, we believe the extension period of 18 months is too long, and urge the Board to adopt an 

extension of 12 months instead, until June 8, 2011. 

 

Continued support for Staff Recommendations 

 

We continue to strongly support the Water Board’s intent to directly address the discharges of 

waste from irrigated lands, and particularly stress the importance of tying all regulation to actual 

measureable and required outcomes. We must get beyond process and to a condition where 

outcomes are measured and achieved. We support the inclusion of compliance schedules to 

reduce nutrient discharges to surface waters and groundwater, reducing toxic discharges of 

agricultural pesticides to surface waters and groundwater; reducing sediment discharges from 

agricultural lands and protecting aquatic habitat, but all of these rely on credible and frequent 

real-time monitoring to make them useful tools. We strongly support Farm Plans, with a strict 

timeline for compliance. We strongly support the Board’s enforcement of these conditions in a 

timely manner. 

 

Sincerely, 

 
Dipti Bhatnagar 

Northern California Program Director 

Environmental Justice Coalition for Water 

1201 Martin Luther King Jr. Way,  

Oakland, CA 94612 
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