
SIERRA COUNTY 
Board of Supervisors 

P.O. Drawer D 
Downieville, California 95936 

Telephone (530) 289-3295 
Fax (530) 289-2830 

February 3, 2015 

State of California, Water Resources 
Control Board 

Post Office Box 100 
Sacramento, California 95814 

Attn: Ms. Felicia Marcus 
Chair of the Board 

Dear Chair Marcus and Members of the Board: 

The Sierra County Board of Supervisors strongly opposes the current approach being 
undertaken by the Water Resources Control Board to create and implement an additional 
regulatory program related to livestock grazing in California. This Board of Supervisors 
will strenuously object to the creation of additional regulatory burdens on its livestock 
and agricultural economy. 

The Sierra County Board of Supervisors has attended the "listening sessions" conducted 
over the proposed "grazing regulatory action program" (commonly referred to as GRAP) 
and has fully familiarized itself with publications, scientific analyses, fact sheets, and 
other information that is available and finds no justification for any additional regulatory 
programs directed at cattle grazing activities. The State Water Resources Control Board 
has more than sufficient and effective regulatory options available to it through the 
Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act, TMDL Standards, the Irrigated Lands 
Program, the Clean Water Act, and the existing regulatory framework inclusive of waste 
discharge orders wherein impaired water bodies or operations that contribute to non point 
discharges can be adequately addressed. There is no justification for another "one size 
fits all" program in light of the existing authorities vested in the State Water Resources 
Control Board. 

This Board of Supervisors finds that the State Water Resources Control Board is failing 
to defme its proposed Grazing Regulatory Action Program, fails to identify specific 
problems or the "driving force" behind the interest ill developing this program, ignores 
existing authorities in law and regulation, and is failing to understand the breadth, 
diversity, and significance of a "one size fits all" regulatory program. Please consider the 
following specific points: 

. ,. 



1) The State Water Resources Control Board has just now emerged from a poorly 
administered program started only three years ago over on-site wastewater 
treatment systems (OWTS) resulting from AB 885. Here a one-size fits all 
approach to individual septic systems blossomed into a controversial social and 
political nightmare and the push-back and opposition all over the State resulted in 
reformatting the agency's approach and folding in local government with a 
prominent place in the process. Having just experienced this process, one would 
think that the State Water Resources Control Board would be equally sensitive to 
the lessons learned from the AB 885 controversy and apply a more integrated, 
interactive, and informed approach with local government having a prominent 
place in the proposed grazing framework. Attending the "listening sessions" 
brought us to the conclusion that the State Board may be making the very same 
mistakes made years ago. 

2) One cannot escape the feeling that a pre-conceived opinion may exist within the 
agency that grazing is a pervasive source of water quality impairment resulting in 
303d listing of a water body. However, when pressed, attending staff could not 
identify specific and credible examples where grazing could be isolated as a 
pervasive source of impairment. Further, clear and scientific monitoring evidence 
to support such a conclusion that grazing is a cause of impairment to water bodies 
does not readily exist. The State Board needs to re-review the very assumptions 
underlying the notion that grazing is harming beneficial uses and therefore 
requires regulation. We do not support creating a problem looking for a home. Is 
this proposed program really addressing a problem or is it merely proposed to 
comply with the 2004 non point source policy by making an assumption to fill a 
perceived regulatory gap? 

3) The State Board has existing authority to proceed with actions to remedy sources 
of impairment to water bodies and a new regulatory framework, particularly based 
on assumptions, is inefficient and duplicative. 

4) The State Board informed the attendees at the listening sessions that the new 
grazing program will not result in budget expansion nor employee expansion to 
accommodate the new regulatory framework. It was represented that "existing 
staff'' will accommodate this new program and the grazing interests should expect 
new fees to support the new program. This is a dubious approach and appears on 
its face to be a program to merely increase revenues while not truly addressing the 
high priority needs to proceed to improve existing bodies of water listed as 
impaired, regardless of the source of impairment. 

5) The economic sustainability of ranches and the rural communities in the region is 
in serious question and the continuous development of regulation coupled with 
the ever-increasing thirst for fees creates a volatile setting that places both ranch 
and rural community at risk. While it may be an unintended consequence, the 
realization that indirect impacts may compromise the very existence of open 
space and agriculture needs to be seriously evaluated. 

6) Members of the State Board should conduct outreach and visit cattle operations 
and proceed only when the programs, the science, and the operations occurring on 
the ground are fully understood and appreciated. We would extend an open 



invitation to any of the State Board members to visit Sierra Valley and observe 
and experience successful agricultural operations. 

7) The grazing regulatory program should never have advanced to this point without 
direct involvement of local government. Local government whether in policy 
development (County General Plans) or in project implementation (Williamson 
Act, easements, project funding and development, project oversight) has a vested 
interest in the program. The range of options available to the State Board needs to 
be explored with local_government at the table. 

8) The development of this new regulatory program will result in numerous direct 
and indirect environmental impacts. The growth inducing impacts resulting from 
ranches and rural communities becoming unsustainable are extremely significant 
impacts that can only be properly addressed in an environmental impact report. 
Numerous other examples of environmental impact resulting from the proposed 
grazing program can be identified and we trust and expect that the State Water 
Resources Control Board will undertake its obligations to fully analyze the 
proposed regulatory program in an environmental impact report. 

Honing in on local success and demonstrating what local government and agriculture can 
accomplish without burdensome State regulation is best described by reviewing those 
programs and efforts undertaken in Sierra Valley between Plumas. and Sierra Counties. 
Here, agriculture is deeply rooted in the historical, cultural, social, and economic fabric 
of the two counties and the strong sense of pride, land and resource respect and 
stewardship, as well as envrronmental protection is readily apparent among agricultural 
property owners and operations conducted on the land. The two counties in 
demonstrating the prominence of agriculture share a County Farm Advisor; share a 
University of California cooperative extension program; are responsible for the first 
groundwater management district created in 1984 (SB 1391-Water Code Appendix); have 
an active Sierra Valley Resource Conservation District covering portions of three 
counties (Plumas, Sierra, Lassen); have a model Integrated Regional Water Management 
Plan program underway; both counties actively endorse and implement the Land 
Conservation Act (Williamson Act); both counties maintain a strong agricultural policy 
framework within their respective County General Plans; and maintain and promote a 
strong agricultural component in its school system along with 4-H and FF A programs. 
However, currently and of utmost importance in validating the strong desire for local 
control that is of paramount concern to this Board of Supervisors, is the local response to 
the Irrigated Lands Program by a coalition of property owners from the Upper Feather 
River Watershed in Plumas and Sierra Counties. This group has voluntarily collected in 
excess of one million dollars to hire staff, conduct water quality monitoring, determine 
and implement effective mitigation, fund administrative functions (coordination with the 
Regional Board, program implementation and-funding, etc) and collect data to verify the 
high level of water quality originating from this watershed. This has been a true measure 
of success and the last thing the region needs is an unnecessary n~gulatory program, loss 
of local control, and imposition of additional fees through the development of a grazing 
regulatory program. 



We respectfully request the State Water Resources Control Board to stop further progress 
on the creation of this regulatory grazing program. This Board of Supervisors further 
encourages the members of the State Water Resources Control Board to demonstrate the 
courage, leadership, and foresight needed to conclude that this program is an unnecessary 
duplication of existing authority and that you understand and appreciate that continuing 
to pursue this program will have measurable, detrimental impacts to the local and 
statewide agricultural economy. 

Thank you in advance for your cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

Sierra County 
Board of Supervisors 

es Beard 
airman of the Board 

CC: Governor Jerry Brown 
Senator Ted Gaines 
Assemblymember Brian Dahle 
Rural County Representatives of California 
California State Associations of Counties 
California Farm Bureau 
California Cattlemen's Association 
Mr. Thomas Howard, Executive Officer 


