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comment| etter s@water boar ds.ca.gov

July 16, 2013

Ms. Jeanine Townsend

Clerk of the Board

State Water Resources Control Board
1001 | St., 24th Flr.

Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Comments to SWRCB/OCC Files A-2209(a)-(e)—July 23 dard Workshop
and Own Motion Review

Dear Ms. Townsend:

The California Farm Bureau Federation (“Farm Bufg#s a non-governmental,
non-profit, voluntary membership California corpitwma whose purpose is to protect and
promote agricultural interests throughout the stdt€alifornia and to find solutions to
the problems of the farm, the farm home and thalrcommunity. Farm Bureau is
California’s largest farm organization, comprisdd58 county Farm Bureaus currently
representing more than 74,000 agricultural, astmciand collegiate members in 56
counties. Farm Bureau strives to protect and inptbe ability of farmers and ranchers
engaged in production agriculture to provide aal@é supply of food and fiber through
responsible stewardship of California’s resources.

California Farm Bureau Federation, Monterey CoulR&ym Bureau, San Benito
County Farm Bureau, San Luis Obispo County Farme8ur San Mateo County Farm
Bureau, Santa Barbara County Farm Bureau, Santa Claunty Farm Bureau, and Santa
Cruz County Farm Bureau (collectively “Farm Burdaydetitioned the State Water
Resources Control Board (“State Board”) to reviae actions and inactions by the Central
Coast Regional Water Quality Board (“Central Co&fstter Board”) in issuing Order No.
R3-2012-0011, adopting a Conditional Waiver of WabBischarge Requirements For
Discharges From Irrigated Lands, Monitoring and driéapg Programs Order Numbers R3-
2012-0011-01, R3-2012-0011-02, and R3-2012-0011a048, Certification, pursuant to the
California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”), othe Final Subsequent Environmental
Impact Report (“SEIR” or “Final SEIR”), CEQA Findjs, and Statement of Overriding
Considerations for the Adoption of Renewal of a Waiof Waste Discharge Requirements
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for Discharges of Waste From Irrigated Lands i@ @entral Coast Region, Resolution
Number R3-2012-0012 (all documents collectivelgmefd to as “2012 Ag Order”).

Farm Bureau appreciates the opportunity to reviesv $tate Board’s Proposed
Order in response to the various petitions filethwespect to the Central Coast Water
Board’s adoption of the 2012 Ag Order as well as 8tate Board's proposed Own
Motion Review order for the 2012 Ag Order, and jdes the following comments and
concerns.

Order for Own Motion Review

Although Farm Bureau generally supports the S3ai@d’s proposed decision to
proceed on an Own Motion Review, Farm Bureau remmeancerned with the length of
time that has elapsed and will continue to elapsseeking a resolution on this matter.
Farm Bureau’'s members, as well as other growersramchers throughout the Central
Coast region, expend potentially unnecessary ressuand incur costs, which may
negatively impacts their ability to farm, with eadelay as growers must currently
comply with the 2012 Ag Order. Within the Stay @rdcertain provisions were not
stayed as the State Board anticipated a full résolwf the petitions prior to October
2013. With its Own Motion Review and the State Bimacknowledgement that it “will
not necessarily complete revisions in time to adiyet order by August 13, 2013/
(Proposed Own Motion Review, p. 2), Farm Bureacoiscerned that full resolution may
not occur prior to October 2013. In order prevemther expenditures of unnecessary
resources, Farm Bureau suggests that the State Bwdude additional provisions within
the Own Motion Review to stay applicable requiretaetiue on or about October 1,
2013.

Formation and Scope of the Expert Panel to be Conuned to Address Groundwater
and Surface Water Issues Related to the Impact ofgikicultural Discharges

Although a panel of experts has been tasked witldwcting a thorough analysis
of water quality issues and developing long-terecoremendations that may be applied
statewide, many uncertainties exist regarding tkigeE Panel and its role in revising the
requirements of the 2012 Ag Order. Given the kaitdetails known at this time
regarding the formation of the Expert Panel andsttupe of issues to be addressed by the
panel, it is difficult for Farm Bureau to providetdiled comments. Nevertheless, Farm
Bureau has numerous questions regarding the faymatf the Expert Panel and its
interplay with the State Board and the 2012 Ag @rdg&ome of Farm Bureau’s questions
include, but are not limited to:

What will be the makeup of the participants on ganel? Will there be an
advisory committee to the State Board? If so, wilbbe on the advisory committee and
what role will the committee play? What speciftoge of issues will be before the
panel? What are the anticipated timing of the paasks and the timing of providing
recommendations to the State Board? How will th&fim determinations” within the
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Proposed Order affect growers within the Regioreessly if recommendations from the
Expert Panel substantially differ than those cutyeproposed in the Proposed Order?
How will the Expert Panel’'s recommendations be enptnted?

In addition to numerous questions, Farm Bureaursffiee following comments.
Farm Bureau recommends that the Expert Panel iachmémbers with expertise in
numerous agricultural related fields, including,t mot limited to, agronomists with
expertise in all crops grown on the Central Coagtlrologists, irrigation specialists, and
agricultural economists. Additionally, all recommaations stemming from the Expert
Panel should be guided by the Water Code’s reasemeds standard (Wat. Code, §
13000) and not unduly burden agriculture. Furtlteg Expert Panel should hold
numerous workshops in order to solicit commentdaft recommendations from the
growers regulated by the requirements.

The Proposed Order emphasizes “that this Ordertitates only an interim
determination as to how to move forward on theidiff and complex questions
presented in the petitions, pending the Expert Pan®re thorough examination of the
underlying issues. (Proposed Order, p. 4.) Famnme®&u acknowledges the highly
complex issues faced by the State Board in thdiqedi and the need for proper and
scientifically sound approaches to address suréexck groundwater quality. However,
Farm Bureau questions the Proposed Order’'s apprazfchmaintaining certain
requirements in the interim while the Expert Pameinvenes and develops its
recommendations. In light of the fact that the gésed Order’'s requirements are
“‘interim determinations,” growers are burdened witist unknowns and expenses to
comply in the interim, making it difficult to forrgwers to invest in new technology and
implement new management practices that will béngéiter quality. Farm Bureau
respectfully requests the State Board to removeuspend certain provisions described
herein while the Expert Panel provides its reconaaéons.

Farm Bureau Maintains its Previously Raised CEQA cims

Farm Bureau raised numerous challenges to the 20Xrder’s compliance with
the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”Rub. Resources Code, 88 21000 et
seq., in its petition. (Farm Bureau Petition, pf-52.). Rather than addressing those
challenges, the Draft Order dismisses the claims'na$ raising substantial issues
appropriate for State Water Board review.” (Prgub®Order, p. 5.) Farm Bureau
respectfully disagrees with this conclusion andntaans all of its CEQA challenges
previously raised in its petition. (Farm Bureaduit®®, pp. 16-52.)

Third Party Compliance Options, Provision 11

Farm Bureau supports the revisions to Provisiorthal “draw out the option of
proposing third party monitoring and reporting pargs in addition to third party water
qguality improvement projects and clarify the cigerfor evaluating such program
proposals.” (Proposed Order, p. 11.) Notwithstagdhe proposed revisions, Farm
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Bureau agrees with the amendments to Provisionubingted by Theresa Dunham on
behalf of Grower Shipper to provide further clamyd success for third party programs.

Containment Structures, Provision 33

Farm Bureau supports the Proposed Order’s revidimriarovision 33 requiring
containment structures to now “minimize percolatminwaste to groundwater” rather
than the 2012 Ag Order’s requirement to “avoid p&tion of waste to groundwater.”
(See Proposed Order, p. 22.) Many growers withie €entral Coast Region use
containment structures or retention ponds to cgraepture, retain, and reuse stormwater
runoff and irrigation water. The use of ponds afrdctures provides many benefits not
only to the grower but also to the environmentigétion and stormwater runoff stored in
a retention pond and then used as a source o&tioigwater can reduce surface water
use in an area, recharge groundwater aquifersyethete loadings to nearby waters of
the state.

As prescribed in the 2012 Ag Order, Provision 3fureed growers with existing
or new containment structures to construct or fietegisting structures in such a manner
as to prevent any percolation to groundwater. 2284 Order p. 30, 1 33.) By using the
words “avoid” with “contribute,” this regulation ssntially required growers to totally
eliminate any potential leaching to groundwater,aay level of nitrate above O ppm
could “contribute” to the problem (including thectahat irrigation water in many areas
of the Central Coast Region is already above 0 ppim) addition to the large costs
associated with lining structures to “avoid” or yeat any “contribution,” this provision
negatively impacts the groundwater by prohibitireygolation of water to groundwater,
thus preventing needed and beneficial groundwaeharge. The Proposed Order’s
revisions to Provision 33 appropriately remedydheve flaw.

Groundwater Monitoring, Provision 51 and Part 2 of Tier 1-3 MRPs

The Proposed Order declines to strike the groursiwabnitoring provisions but
tasks the Expert Panel “with considering appropristructures and methodologies for
monitoring that may support long-term nitrate cohsfforts.” (Proposed Order, p. 25.)
Notwithstanding the denial to strike the provisiotie Proposed Order acknowledges the
shortcomings in groundwater monitoring, especiatlythe near-term, as well as its
inappropriateness for use as compliance or trenditorong. (bid.) Given these
articulated shortcomings, as well as those prelyoassed by Petitioners, Farm Bureau
does not support the Proposed Order's approach ahtamning the groundwater
monitoring requirements as currently written in th&erim while the Expert Panel is
tasked with developing recommendations for properscientifically sound approaches.

Photo Monitoring, Provision 69 and Part 4 of Tier 2and Tier 3 MRPs

Farm Bureau appreciates the Proposed Order's adslitio allow alternative
photo documentation methods such as aerial phgibgrand photography from elevated
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vantage points. However, even with the new aoldl#tj the requirements of Provision 69
and the MRPs are still burdensome, costly (aerf@tggraphy can be costly), and
provide little relief since most growers are unljki redo their photo monitoring.

Individual Surface Water Discharge Monitoring, Provisions 72-73 and Part 5 of
Tier 3 MRP

Although the Proposed Order attempts to “narrow€ fitope of the individual
surface water discharge monitoring for Tier 3 d&sgers by limiting monitoring from an
“outfall,” such narrowing does not alleviate pravéty raised issues.

Notwithstanding the narrowing of the scope of thenitoring, the individual
surface water monitoring requirements are stilldemsome and contain unnecessary
requirements that exceed the Central Coast WatardBoauthority under Water Code
section 13267. Although the Central Coast WatesrBdas the authority, pursuant to
Water Code section 13267, to require monitoring texhnical reports, “the burden,
including costs, of these reports shall bear aomse relationship to the need for the
report and the benefits to be obtained from themsy (Wat. Code, 8§ 13267(b)(1).) As
detailed in previous comments, the burden, inclgdine costs, associated with the
individual surface water monitoring requirementsaighs the benefits obtained.

No concrete evidence is provided that supports iregufarmers to provide
individual surface water discharge monitoring eggdBcin light of the fact that the 2012
Ag Order contains many other reporting requiremanisosed on Tier 3 dischargers to
address these discharges and provide accountabi(iBee, e.g., Annual Compliance
Form, the Irrigation and Nutrient Management Pldfediveness Report, and Water
Quality Buffer Plan, all of which require Tier 3sdhargers to document and report
management practice implementation in detail.) Tienagement practice reporting
provides for a high level of accountability and atss the need for and reasonableness of
maintaining the individual surface water monitorieguirements.

Additionally, as stated previously, the infornosti obtained is unlikely to
provide the Central Coast Water Board with any nefdrmation with respect to water
quality. (See Transcript, March 14, 2012 Hearifighe Waiver of Waste Discharge
Requirements Discharged from Irrigated Lands, Gér@loast Regional Water Quality
Control Board, Panel Hearing (March 14, 2012 Trdapgc p. 214:9-18 [‘DR. LOS
HUERTOS: The assumption is that we can use on-fagmitoring to characterize water
quality, and then use that to prioritize which farto visit and then, maybe, make some
enforcements of the problem areas. The problenmas the on-farm monitoring, four
samples per year, cannot adequately describe waiaity on the farm. It doesn't
describe water quality. It doesn’t describe pracdfectiveness and it doesn’t describe
any kind of trend analysis.”].)

On the whole, the individual surface water disckargnitoring and reporting are
unlikely to result in improvements in water quallhgcause they shift limited grower
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resources away from investing in new technology mmolementing new management
practices that will benefit water quality, and eed require growers to focus on
expensive monitoring and reporting requirements &n@ burdensome, unwarranted, and
will provide no substantiated benefits to the eowinent. Given these shortages, the
individual surface water monitoring requirementswdtd be removed, or suspended while
the Expert Panel provides its recommendations.

Provisions Addressing Nitrogen Application

The 2012 Ag Order contains a number of provisidasigned to control and
reduce discharges of nitrogen to groundwater. Fawneau recognizes the public health
threat facing the Central Coast region and the teextidress nitrogen in groundwater.
The Proposed Order tasks the Expert Panel withgsiog “a comprehensive, consistent
approach that will inform agricultural regulatorgograms statewide,” while maintain the
nutrient management requirements with some rewssio(Proposed Order, p. 33.) In
light of the fact that the Expert Panel will be dmping a statewide approach, Farm
Bureau questions the continuance of the nutriemagament requirements.

Determination of Nitrate Loading Risk Level, Provison 68 and Part 2, Section C.1-4
of Tier 2 and Tier 3 MRPs

The Proposed Order retains Provision 68 requifireg 2 and Tier 3 dischargers
to determine their nitrate loading risk level usimgther of the two provided
methodologies. Although the Proposed Order ackedgds, “neither methodology can
provide a precise measurement of risk to nitraselitog to groundwater,” it retains both
methods in order to allow for “recalculation” tcepent false results. (Proposed Order, p.
34.) As raised in previous comments, Farm Buresserés neither method should be
used as a regulatory tool.

Both methodologies are highly simplistic and urljkéo accurately determine
nitrate loading risks from each farm/ranch. Thet@d Coast Water Board’s Table 4 is
flawed as it ignores soil types and characterestid improperly includes irrigation water
concentration in its hazard index concept. Addaity, the inherent purpose behind
UCANR'’s index is simply to be a guideline tool —tre regulatory tool. It was not
developed, nor was it intended to be used, forlatégry purposes. Further, the most
important factor in determining risk is site-spécihanagement practices, which are not
comprehensively captured in either methodology. ar@gd 2011 Board Workshop
Transcript, p. 171:12-17 ['DR. LETEY: . . . -- thieing that’s going to dictate what goes
down is the farmer management. And we can, andldhmonitor and focus attention
on monitoring the farmer management. And -- artlh@e those management practices
that lead to reduced loading.”].) Therefore, tise of UCANR'’s nitrate hazard index or
Table 4 is improper and will not provide the Cehttamast Water Board with useful
information or environmental benefits. Thus, agjtieral dischargers subject to the 2012
Ag Order will be required to spend significant reses to comply, yet the information
obtained will not improve water quality nor willprovide the Central Coast Water Board
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with useful information. Accordingly, the nitrateading risk level determinations
should be removed, or suspended while the ExpertIRaovides its recommendations.

Total Nitrogen Applied, Provision 70 and Part 2 Setoon C.5 of Tier 2 and Tier 3
MRPs

The Proposed Order amends provisions for totabgétn applied requiring Tier 2
and Tier 3 dischargers determined to have highateittoading risk to report (a) total
nitrogen applied, (b) average annual nitrogen cotnagon in irrigation water, and (c)
total nitrogen present in the soil for each farméta or nitrate loading risk unit.
Although portions of the total nitrogen applied uggments have been amended, the
requirements are still flawed given that they rey high nitrate loading risk
determinations. As explainesupra, the two methodologies for calculating nitrate
loading risk levels are faulty and cannot providgr@cise measurement of risk to nitrate
loading to groundwater. Further, the informatioa be obtained through the
methodologies is not relevant to site-specific.rilhe Proposed Order acknowledges the
flawed nature of both methodologies and tasks tkeeE Panel “with developing or
endorsing a methodology for determining when ai@aer farm poses a risk to loading
nitrates to groundwater.” (Proposed Order, p. 3dgwever, reliance on the 2012 Ag
Order’'s methodologies for calculating nitrate loagirisk levels in order to determine
total nitrogen applied is improper, especially tretinterim while the Expert Panel
determines the appropriate manner to for determiniisk to loading nitrates to
groundwater. Using flawed methodologies to caleulaitrate loading risk levels and
then using those flawed levels to determine totabgen applied will only result in
further imprecise and faulty results. Consequerttiy provisions for total nitrogen
applied should be suspended until the Expert Peoratludes its analysis and offers its
recommendations.

Irrigation and Nutrient Management Plan, Provisions 74-77 and 79 and Part 6 of
Tier 3 MRP

Farm Bureau supports the Proposed Order’s revigmi@ection A.5 and Section
B.2 of Part 6 of the Tier MRP and the deletion afsions 76 and 77 and Section B.1
of Part 6 of the Tier 3 MRP. However, additioaahiendments are still needed, as the
revisions do not address previously raised conceritis the Irrigation and Nutrient
Management Plan (“INMP”).

As discussed in previous comments and in the petithumerous required
components of the INMP, including the EffectivenBsgport, are highly speculative and
not readily available. Although Tier 3 growersloager have to submit the INMP to the
Central Coast Water Board, growers still must idgmtitrate loading risk factors (MRP
Part 6, Section A.4.c), total nitrogen applied (MR&t 6, Section A.4.e), crop nitrogen
uptake values (Provision 74; MRP Part 6, Sectiod.d, annual balance of nitrogen
applied compared to typical crop nitrogen uptakenitnate loading risk (MRP Part 6,
Section A.4.g), and annual estimation of nitrogeading to groundwater and surface
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water (MRP Part 6, Section A.4.h), in addition tthey components. Farm Bureau
guestions the Proposed Order’s requirement for gemlier to engage in this exercise for
self-evaluation given the Proposed Order’'s own askedgment that the information is
“not widely available” and will result in “questiable” results. (Proposed Order, p. 38.)

In particular, Provision 74 and MRP Part 6, Secthad.d require growers to
determine typical crop nitrogen uptake for eactpdype produced and report the basis
for the determination. However, most crops grownthe Central Coast have no
scientifically valid nitrogen uptake values. (Séday 4, 2011 Board Workshop
Transcript, p. 450:18-25 ["MR. HARD: This regulatias it currently stands, that’s in all
tiers, would have growers trying to figure out whia nutrient uptake values are. There
are 52, by our count, crops grown in this regiame @r take one [or] two. Of those 52
crops only two have ever had scientifically evaddatiptake values. And those two that
have been done are not scientifically valid.”].heTlack of scientifically evaluated and
available information with respect to crop nitrogaptake makes it impossible for
growers to actually calculate a nitrogen uptakerair their farms or ranches. Given
this lack of data, Provision 74 should be deleted.

Additionally, the Proposed Order deleted the rezuent for a qualified
professional to evaluate the INMP effectivenes®rtepvhile retaining the certification
requirement for the development of the INMP. Tke&mtion of such certification is
unnecessary. Many growers consult and work dyesith professional soil scientists,
agronomists, and certified crop advisors, makinguperfluous for an INMP to be
certified in order to be an effective management. toAdditionally, many growers are
able to develop effective INMPs without professioassistance due to comprehensive
experience as well as formalized training in irtiga and nutrient management
techniques from years of farming and ranching amchél education. Accordingly, the
requirement to certify INMPs should be deleted.

Nitrogen Balance Ratios, Provision 78

The Proposed Order deleted the requirement to trgpogress toward Nitrogen
Balance ratios deeming the ratios “speculative awerly simplistic” in nature.
(Proposed Order, p. 41.) The Proposed Order fudbecludes little will be gained in
“asking the dischargers to even ‘make progress rbwhese particular targets.”ld;, p.
42.) Farm Bureau agrees with the Proposed Orderislusions regarding the nitrogen
balance ratios and the speculative, approximate,sanplistic nature of calculating the
relationship between the nitrogen employed by ikehdrger and the nitrogen needed by
the crop. Id., p. 41.) Further, Farm Bureau supports the melaif Provision 78 as the
nitrogen balance ratios as contained in the 20120%der are improper regulatory
compliance standards. By mandating a specifioratie 2012 Ag Order is over-
simplifying crop nutrient needs as compared to daheunt of nutrients (i.e., nitrogen)
applied.
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Farm Bureau appreciates the State Board’s consioleraf these petitions as well
as the opportunity to comment on the State Bodpdigposed Order and proposed Own

Motion Review.

Sincerely,

AN
Kari E. Fisher
Attorney for Petitioners
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 Barbara County Farm Bureau
Santa Clara County Farm Bureau
Santa Cruz County Farm Bureau

cc (electronically only): Attached Service List
KEF/pkh
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SERVICE LIST
SWRCB/OCC Files A-2209(a)-(e)
(sent via e-mail)

William J. Thomas, Es
Wendy Y. Wang, Esq.

Best Best & Krieger LLP

500 Capitol Mall, Suite 1700
Sacramento, CA 95814
william.thomas@bbklaw.com
wendy.wang@bbklaw.com

William Elliott

323 McCarthy Avenue
Oceano, CA 93445
elliottslo@aol.com

Tess Dunham, Es

Somach Simmons & Dunn
500 Capitol Mall

Suite 1000

Sacramento, CA 95814
tdunham@somachlaw.com

Deborah A. Sivas, E<
Leah Russin, Esq.

Alicia Thesing, Esq.
Brigid DeCoursey, Esq.
Environmental Law Clinic
559 Nathan Abbott Way
Stanford, CA 94305-8610
dsivas@stanford.edu

Nancy McDonough, Es

Kari E. Fisher, Esq.

Ms. Pamela Hotz

California Farm Bureau Federation
Legal Services Division

2300 River Plaza Drive
Sacramento, CA 95833
kfisher@cfbf.com

photz@cfbf.com

Mr. Michael Thomat

Assistant Executive Officer
Central Coast Regional Water
Quality Control Board

895 Aerovista Place, Suite 101
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401
mthomas@waterboards.ca.gov

Ms. Angela Schroete

Senior Engineering Geologist
Central Coast Regional Water
Quiality Control Board

895 Aerovista Place, Suite 101
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401
aschroeter@waterboards.ca.gov

Ms. Lisa McCanr

Environmental Program Manager |
Central Coast Regional Water
Quality Control Board

895 Aerovista Place, Suite 101
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401
Imccann@waterboards.ca.gov

Mr. Darrin Polhemu:

Deputy Director

Division of Administrative Services
1001 | Street, 18th Floor [95814]
P.O. Box 100

Sacramento, CA 95812-0100
dpolhemus@waterboards.ca.gov

Mr. Tom Howard
Executive Director
Executive Office

State Water Resources Control Board

1001 | Street, 25th Floor [95814]
P.O. Box 100

Sacramento, CA 95812-0100
thoward@waterboards.ca.gov




Comments to A-2209(a)-(e)—July 23 Board Workshog @wn Motion Review

July 16, 2013
Page 11

Mr. Jonathan Bisho

Chief Deputy Director

Executive Office

State Water Resources Control Board
1001 | Street, 24th Floor [95814]

P.O. Box 100

Sacramento, CA 95812-0100
jbishop@waterboards.ca.gov

Ms. Victoria Whitney

Deputy Director

Division of Water Quality

State Water Resources Control Board
1001 | Street, 15th Floor [95814]

P.O. Box 100

Sacramento, CA 95812-0100
vwhithey@waterboards.ca.gov

Mr. Johnny A. Gonzale

Irrigated Lands Regulatory Program
Coordinator

Division of Water Quality

State Water Resources Control Board
1001 | Street, 15th Floor [95814]

P.O. Box 100

Sacramento, CA 95812-0100
jgonzales@waterboards.ca.gov

Lori T. Okun, Esq

Office of Chief Counsel

State Water Resources Control Board
1001 | Street, 22nd Floor [95814]
P.O. Box 100

Sacramento, CA 95812-0100
lokun@waterboards.ca.gov

Frances L. McChesney, E:

Office of Chief Counsel

State Water Resources Control Board
1001 | Street, 22nd Floor [95814]
P.O. Box 100

Sacramento, CA 95812-0100
FMcChesney@waterboards.ca.gov

Jessia M. Jahr, Esc

Office of Chief Counsel

State Water Resources Control Board
1001 | Street, 22nd Floor [95814]
P.O. Box 100

Sacramento, CA 95812-0100
jjlahr@waterboards.ca.gov

Emel G. Wadhwani, Esi

Office of Chief Counsel

State Water Resources Control Board
1001 | Street, 22nd Floor [95814]
P.O. Box 100

Sacramento, CA 95812-0100
ewadhwani@waterboards.ca.gov

Mr. Gordon R. Hensle

San Luis Obispo Coastkeeper

Environment in the Public Interest
EPI-Center, 1013 Monterey Street, Suite 201
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401
coastkeeper@epicenteronline.org

A7)

Ms. Kira Redmon

Mr. Ben Pitterle

Santa Barbara Channelkeeper
714 Bond Avenue

Santa Barbara, CA 93103
kira@sbck.org

ben@sbck.org

Mr. Dale Hus

Ocean Mist Farms

10855 Ocean Mist Parkway
Castroville, CA 95012
daleh@oceanmist.com

Jensen Family Farms, I
323 McCarthy Avenue
Oceano, CA 93445
ElliottSLO@aol.com

Mr. William Elliott

Jensen Family Farms, Inc.
323 McCarthy Avenue
Oceano, CA 93445
ElliottSLO@aol.com
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Mr. Steven Shime

Monterey Coastkeeper

The Otter Project

475 Washington Street, Suite A
Monterey, CA 93940
exec@otterproject.org

Mr. Dernis Site

RC Farms

25350 Paseo del Chaparral
Salinas, CA 93908
dsitesagmgt@aol.com

Ms. Abby Taylo-Silva, Vice Preside
Policy and Communications
Grower-Shipper Association of
Central California

512 Pajaro Street

Salinas, CA 93901
abby@growershipper.com

Ms. Claire Wineman, Presid¢
Grower-Shipper Association of
Santa Barbara and San Luis

Obispo Counties

245 Obispo Street

P.O. Box 10

Guadalupe, CA 93434
claire.wineman@grower-shipper.com

Mr. Hank Giclas, Senior Vice Presid
Strategic Planning, Science

and Technology

Western Growers

P.O. Box 2130

Newport Beach, CA 92658
hgiclas@wga.com

Mr. Ken Harris

Interim Executive Officer
Central Coast Regional Water
Quality Control Board

895 Aerovista Place, Suite 101
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401
kharris@waterboards.ca.gov

Philip G. Wyels, Esc

Office of Chief Counsel

State Water Resources Control Board
1001 | Street, 22nd Floor [95814]
P.O. Box 100

Sacramento, CA 95812-0100
pwyels@waterboards.ca.gov




