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AMADOR COUNTY COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AGENCY PHONE: (209) 236035
ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH DEPARTMENT  \coore: oo

EMAIL: ACEH@amadorgov.org

COUNTY ADMINISTRATION CENTER « 810 COURT STREET - JACKSON, CA 95642-2132

MEMORANDUM

TO: Amador County Board of Supervisors
FROM: Michael W. Israel, Environmental Health Departmentx' {\/L/&,{(WS
DATE: February 2, 2015

SUBJECT:  An Ordinance Repealing Amador County Code Chapters 7.04 and 7.12

Amador County Code Chapter 7.04, Restaurants, was adopted in 1967, providing for permitting,
inspection and sanitation standards at these facilities. This chapter may be viewed on-lineThis
chapter is now obsolete.

Section 113705 of the state Health and Safety Code states:

The Legislature finds and declares that the public health interest requires that there be
uniform statewide health and sanitation standards for retail food facilities to assure the
people of this state that the food will be pure, safe, and unadulterated. Except as
provided in Section 113709, it is the intent of the Legislature to occupy the whole field of
health and sanitation standards for retail food facilities, and the standards set forth in this
part and regulations adopted pursuant to this part shall be exclusive of all local health and
sanitation standards relating to retail food facilities.

Section 113705, previously numbered 27501, has been in place at least since 1984. It appears
that chapter 7.04 is outdated and unenforceable.

Chapter 7.12, Food Sanitation, was adopted in 1899 with the intent of assuring against disease
transmission from livestock to humans and the establishment of sanitary conditions at dairies,
slaughterhouses and markets.

At the federal level the USDA Food Safety and Inspection Service (FSIS) has primary oversight
responsibility for meat and poultry processing businesses and the Food and Drug Administration
(FDA) for all other food processing businesses. State oversight agencies include the California
Department of Food and Agriculture, the Department of Public Health, the Department of
Pesticide Regulation and others. It appears that this chapter is antiquated and unnecessary.

These chapters may be reviewed at http.//www.codepublishing.com/CA/amadorcounty.html.
The Land Use and Community Development Committee supports staff’s recommendation that
these chapters be repealed.




AN ORDINANCE REPEALING CHAPTER 7.04 OF THE AMADOR COUNTY
CODE RELATING TO RESTAURANTS AND CHAPTER 7.12 OF THE
AMADOR COUNTY CODE RELATING TO FOOD SANITATION

The Board of Supervisors of the County of Amador, State of California, ordains

as follows:

SECTION 1. Chapter 7.04 of the Amador County Code is hereby repealed in
its entirety.
SECTION 2. Chapter 7.12 of the Amador County Code is hereby repealed in

its entirety.

SECTION 3. This ordinance was introduced and the title thereof read at the
regular meeting of the Board of Supervisors on and on

further reading was waived by the unanimous vote of
the Supervisors present.

This ordinance shall take effect and be in full force on and after thirty (30)
days from the date of its passage, and before the expiration of fifteen (15)
days from the date of its passage it shall be published once with the names of
the members of the Board of Supervisors voting for and against the same,

said publication to be made in a newspaper of general circulation published in
the County of Amador.

On a motion by Supervisor , seconded by Supervisor

, the foregoing ordinance was passed and adopted by

the Board of Supervisors of the County of Amador, State of California, this
day of , 201__, by the following vote:

AYES: Supervisors,
NOES: Supervisors,
ABSENT:  Supervisors,

Chairperson of the Board of Supervisors
of Amador County California

ATTEST:
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
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State Legislative Update
January 16, 2015

CEQA

CASB 122

AUTHOR: Jackson [D]
TITLE: California Environmental Quality Act: Records
SUMMARY:

Requires the lead agency, at the request of a project applicant and consent of
the lead agency, to prepare a record of proceedings concurrently with the
preparation of a negative declaration, mitigated negative declaration,

environmental impact report, or other environmental document for projects.
STATUS:

Disaster Relief

CA AB 18

01/15/2015 INTRODUCED.

Analyst: Nick

Lobbyist: Kathy

Position: Watch 01/16/2015

AUTHOR: Dodd [D]

TITLE: Disaster Relief: South Napa Earthquake
SUMMARY:

Adds the August 24, 2014, South Napa Earthquake, to the list of events for
which the state shore of eligible cost is up to 100%. Exempts the county from a
specified planning requirement as a condition of receiving this level of

assistance.
STATUS:
12/01/2014 INTRODUCED,
Analyst: Santinia
Lobbyist: Cyndi
Position: Support 12/08/2014
Health Care
CAAB 72 AUTHOR: Bonta [D]
TITLE: Medi-Cal: Demonstration Project
SUMMARY:
Requires the State Department of Health Care Services to submit an application
to the federal Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services for a waiver to
implement a demonstration project that, among other things, continues the
state's momentum and successes in innovation achieved under the
demonstration project for better care coordination for seniors and persons with
disabilities.
STATUS:
12/18/2014 INTRODUCED.
Analyst: Santinia
Lobbyist: Cyndi
Position: Watch 12/19/2014
Indian Gaming
CA AB 76 AUTHOR: Mathis [R]
TITLE: Tribal Gaming: Regulatory Costs

SUMMARY:



Marijuana
CA AB 26

CA AB 34

Makes technical nonsubstantive changes to existing law that ratifies a number
of tribal-state gaming compacts between the State and specified Indian tribes.
Creates in the State Treasury the Indian Gaming Special Distribution Fund for
the receipt and deposit of moneys received by the state from Indian tribes
pursuant to the terms of gaming compacts.

STATUS:
01/05/2015 INTRODUCED.
Analyst: Santinia

Lobbyist: Cyndi

Position: Watch 01/06/2015
AUTHOR: Jones-Sawyer [D]
TITLE: Medical Cannabis
SUMMARY:

Enacts the Medical Cannabis Regulation and Control Act. Creates a related
division within the Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control to register persons
for the cultivation, manufacture, testing, transportation, storage, distribution,
and sale of medical cannabis with the State. Relates to the taxation of such
product. Creates a related fund. Requires the implementation of related
regulations. Requires specified record keeping. Provides the conditions and
procedures for recommending marijuana to patients.

STATUS:
12/01/2014 INTRODUCED.

Analyst: Randall

Lobbyist: Paul

Position: Watch 12/02/2014

Staff: Staci

TITLE: Medical Cannabis: State Regulation
SUMMARY:

Declares the intent of the Legislature to enact legislation that would establish a
comprehensive and uniform state regulatory structure to govern the cultivation,
processing, testing, and distribution of medical cannabis.

STATUS:

12/01/2014 INTRODUCED.
Analyst: Randall

Lobbyist: Paul

Position: Watch 12/04/2014
Staff: Staci

Public Health

CA AB 70

AUTHOR: Waldron [R]
TITLE: Medi-Cal: Hospital Reimbursement
SUMMARY:

Makes technical, nonsubstantive changes to a statement of legislative intent
enacting a method for reimbursing hospitals for inpatient and outpatient
services provided to Medi-Cal beneficiaries on a prospectively negotiated



Water
CA AB 78

CASB 13

CA SB 20

contractual basis.

STATUS:
12/18/2014 INTRODUCED.,
Analyst: Santinia

Lobbyist: Cyndi

Position: Watch 12/19/2014
AUTHOR: Mathis [R]

TITLE: Groundwater Basins
SUMMARY;

Makes technical nonsubstantive changes to existing law that requires the
Department of Water Resources to categorize each basin or subbasin as high-,
medium-, low-, or very low priority and to establish ground water the initial
priority for each basin.

STATUS:
01/05/2015 INTRODUCED.
Analyst: Nick

Lobbyist: Kathy

TITLE: Groundwater
SUMMARY:

Authorizes the State Water Resource Control Board to designate a basin as a
probationary basin and to develop an interim plan. Provides a local agency or
groundwater sustainability agency a specified time to remedy deficiencies.
Provides that if the Department of Water Resources determines that all or part
of a basin or sub-basin is not being monitored, then it would require the
Department to determine whether there is sufficient interest in establishing a
groundwater sustainability plan.

STATUS:
12/01/2014 INTRODUCED,

Analyst: Nick

Lobbyist: Kathy

Position: Pending 12/02/2014

AUTHOR: Pavley [D]

TITLE: Wells: Reports: Public Availability
SUMMARY:

Amends an existing law which requires a person who digs, bores, or drills a
water well, cathodic protection well, or a monitoring well to file a report of
completion with the Department of Water Resources. Requires the Department
to make reports available to the public. Requires the Department to redact from

the report specified information pertaining to the well owner.
STATUS:

12/01/2014 INTRODUCED.
Analyst: Nick

Lobbyist: Kathy

Position: Watch 12/02/2014
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RCRC

REPRESENTING CALIFORNIA'S
RURAL COUNTIES

To: RCRC Board of Directors
From: RCRC Governmental Affairs Staff
' Steve Palmer and Thane Young, Van Scoyoc and Associates
Date: January 20, 2015
Re: H.R. 83: The Federal Omnibus Spending Bill and Interior Appropriations -

Informational Item

Summary _
This memo provides a summary of key policy provisions contained in H.R. 83, the Fiscal

Year 2015 Federal Omnibus Spending Package.

Background
In December, Congress passed and President Obama signed into law H.R. 83, referred

to as the Fiscal Year 2015 Federal Omnibus Spending Bill. The measure contained 11
of the 12 appropriations bills to maintain government programs.

Issue
RCRC staff has provided an overview of a number of key provisions of importance to
California’s rural counties below.

Transportation, Housing and Urban Affairs Appropriations

Highway and Transit Formula Programs:

The bill contains $40.3 billion for the federal-aid highway program, and $8.6 billion for
transit formula grants. Each of these amounts is authorized by MAP 21 (and
subsequent extensions). As such, Caltrans and transit agencies will see a continuation
of current funding for FY 2015. This funding will be drawn from the Highway Trust
Fund, which will become insolvent in late May. After that date, program levels will be
dependent on Congress finding a source of funding to replenish the Highway Trust
Fund.

Amtrak:

The bill appropriates $1.39 billion to Amtrak, which provides service in several RCRC
counties. Although this is the same amount Amtrak received in FY 2014, the mix of
funds has changed; Amtrak will receive less in operating subsidies and an increase in
capital funding.

RURAL COUNTY REPRESENTATIVES OF CALIFORNIA
1215 KSTREET, SUITE 1650 SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 PHONE: 916-447-4806 FAX: 916-448-3154 WEB: WWW.RCRCNET.ORG
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TIGER Grants:

The bill appropriates $500 million for TIGER Grants for FY 2015, $100 million less than
the amount appropriated in FY 2014. The bill maintains eligibility for all transportation
infrastructure projects.

Aviation Provisions:

The bill appropriates $3.35 billion for the Airport Improvement Program, which is the
same amount as in FY 2014. The bill also provides $255 million for the Essential Air
Service subsidy program. A total of $144 million is provided in FY 2015 to fund the
continued operation of air traffic control towers operated under contract with the FAA.
The bill provides $5.5 million for the Small Community Air Service Development
Program, which is intended to help small airports increase commercial air service.

HUD Programs:

The bill provides $3.0 billion for the Community Development Block Grant Program,
which is only $30,000 below the FY 2014 funding level. The HOME Investment
Partnerships Program is funded at $900 million, a reduction of $100 million.

Interior, Environment and Related Agencies Appropriations

Payment In Lieu of Taxes:

Section 11 of the legislation provides $372 million for the payment in lieu of taxes (PILT)
program, in addition to the $70 million that was included in the National Defense
Authorization Act. This makes a total of $442 million available for PILT for FY 2015.
This is an increase of $5 million over the $437 million for PILT in FY 2014,

Bureau of Land Management:

The bill directs the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) to make any available grazing
allotments to a grazing permit or lease holder who has lost the ability to use their permit
or lease site due to drought or wildfire.

The bill provides $19,746,000 for land acquisition by the BLM for recreational access
projects which will enhance access to existing public lands that have inadequate access
for hunting, fishing and other recreational purposes. Of this total, $4,652,000 is slated
for projects in the California Southwest Desert including the California Wilderness,
Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains, Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail and the San
Sebastian Marsh/San Felipe Creek.

Fish and Wildlife: :

The bill appropriates $58.7 million for State and Tribal Wildlife Grants. This includes
$49.1 million for formula grants, $5.4 million for competitive grants, and $4.1 million for
tribal grants. This is the same amount that was appropriated in FY 2014,

The bill provides $15.7 million for construction at National Wildlife Refuge Systems and
National Fish Hatchery Systems. Among the projects scheduled to receive funding in
FY 2015 is $2 million for the Modoc National Wildlife Refuge.

The bill provides funding to the US Fish and Wildlife Service for Aquatic Habitat and

Species Conservation including $3 million for the Klamath Basin Restoration Program
and $2 million for the Quagga and Zebra Mussel Program. Related to this is a provision
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that directs the Secretary of the Interior to develop minimum protocols for federal, state,
local and private entities for inspection and decontamination of invasive mussels.

The bill includes a House policy rider prohibiting the issuance of final and proposed
rules by the Fish and Wildlife Service that- would place the sage grouse on the
Endangered Species List. The bill does include $15 million for the Bureau of Land
Management to conserve sage grouse habitat to continue efforts to protect the species
and its natural environment, '

Wildfire Funding:

The legislation funds the Department of the Interior's Wildland Fire Management
program at $804.8 million, an increase of nearly $64 million from the amount
appropriated in FY 2014. This includes $291.7 million for suppression operations, and
an additional $92 million for the FLAME Wildfire Suppression Reserve Fund, which
provides funds for the suppression of the largest, most catastrophic fires.

The bill dedicates $2.6 billion for Forest Service Wildland Fire Management, which is
almost $171 million above the FY 2014 appropriated level. This is a separate
appropriation from the amount appropriated for the Interior Department's Fire
Management Program. This appropriation is for fire suppression on or adjacent to
National Forest System lands.

Additionally, the bill provides $361.7 million for hazardous fuels management activities,
$15 million of which is designated for biomass utilization grants, and $65 million for the
acquisition of a new air tanker fleet to support wildfire operations. Between the
suppression and Forest Service's FLAME funds, the 10-year average for suppression
costs are fully funded for both the Interior and Forest Service.

National Park Service:
The National Park Service will receive $2.61 billion, $55 million more than the FY 2014
enacted level, and equal to the President’'s Budget Request.

The bill provides over $15 million for construction which includes $2 million for the
Modoc National Wildlife Refuge; $138,339,000 to the National Park Service for
construction, of which includes $5,575,000 for Yosemite National Park; and provides
$98,960,000 for land acquisition and state assistance, of which $8,261,000 is slated for
the Joshua Tree National Park, Mojave National Preserve and Redwood National Park.

Environmental Protection Agency:

The EPA will receive an appropriation of $8.2 billion, $20 million less than the FY 2014
enacted level, but $250 million more than the President's budget request. The bill does
not include provisions limiting the EPA/Corps of Engineers proposed rule on Waters of
the United States.

The bill provides $12,700,000 for a competitive grant program to provide technical
assistance for improved water quality or safe drinking water to both rural and urban
communities as well as private well owners. The grant program has a 10 percent
minimum match and the funds are to be allocated within 180 days of enactment of the
legislation. The bill dedicates the majority of the funding ($11 million) - for grants for
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not-for-profit organizations on a national or multi-state regional basis for training and
technical assistance for water systems in rural and urban communities. The remaining
$1.7 million is for grants to qualified not-for-profit organizations to provide technical
assistance to individual private well owners.

Forest Service:

Nearly $232.7 million will be provided for State and Private Forestry. Included in this
amount is $46 million for Forest Legacy projects. According to the Forest Service’s
Proposed Projects for this program for FY 2015, the Ryan Creek Conservation
Easement (in Humboldt County) would receive funding with this level of appropriations.

The bill provides $27.75 million for land management planning and $151 million for
inventory and monitoring. The bill sets the expectation that the Forest Service will work
with impacted communities prior to and during the travel management planning
process.

The bill directs the Forest Service to report to Appropriations Committees 90 days after
the enactment regarding their steps to include law enforcement as an integral part of
their forest planning process, particularly with respect to illegal marijuana goals.

Additionally, the bill directs the Forest Service to continue work on landscape restoration
projects that produce measurable economic, ecological and social benefits, and directs
the Forest Service to improve the Forest Stewardship Program.

Office of Surface Mining Reclamation and Enforcement:
The bill funds regulatory grants to states for regulation and enforcement of surface
mining, and provides $27.4 million for the Abandoned Mine Reclamation Fund.

Agriculture Appropriations

Animal and Plant Health:

The legislation includes $871.3 million — a $49.5 million increase above the fiscal year
2014 enacted level — for the Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service. This funding
will support programs to control or eradicate plant and animal pests and diseases that
can cripple California producers and entire agricultural industries. This also includes
increases to fight citrus greening and an epidemic porcine virus, both impacting
agriculture in California.

Farm Service Agency (FSA):

The legislation provides $1.5 billion for FSA, which is $22 million above the FY 2014
enacted level. This funding will support more than $6 billion in loan authorizations for
farm, conservation, and emergency loan programs for California farmers and ranchers.

Rural Development:

The bill provides a total of $2.4 billion for rural development programs, which is $173
million above the President’s request. These development programs help create an
environment for economic growth by investing in basic infrastructure, providing loans for
rural businesses and industries, and helping to balance the playing field for buyers in
rural housing markets across California.
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The agreement provides $464,857,000 for the Rural Water and Waste Disposal
Program Account to fund a number grants and loans including Solid Waste
Management Grants, High Energy Cost Grants, Water Well System Grants and Water
and Waste Disposal Grants among others.

Food Safety and Inspection:

The legislation includes more than $1 billion for the Food Safety and Inspection Service,
$5.8 million above the fiscal year 2014 enacted level. These mandatory inspection
activities help ensure the safety and productivity of the country’s $186 billion meat and
poultry industry. The funding provided will maintain more than 7,800 frontline inspection
personnel for meat, poultry, and egg products at more than 6,400 facilities across the
country,

The legislation also continues a restriction on the Grain Inspection, Packers and
Stockyards Administration (GIPSA) from implementing certain regulations related to the
2010 proposed GIPSA rule that dealt with contracts in the livestock and poultry
industries.

Commodity Futures Trading Commission (CFTC):

CFTC is funded at $250 million, which is $30 million below the President's budget
request. The legislation also promotes transparency, with a directive requiring a vote by
the full Commission — instead of just staff — on financial regulations that greatly increase
regulatory burdens for ranchers, farmers, and job creators.

Conservation Programs:

The bill provides $859 million for the Natural Resources Conservation Service to help
farmers, ranchers, and private forest landowners conserve and protect their land. This
includes $12 million for dam rehabilitation to help rural communities ensure their small
watershed projects meet current safety standards.

Energy and Water Development and Related Agencies

Corps of Engineers:

The bill includes $122,000,000 for the Corps of Engineers (Corps) for investigations
(planning and design). Of this total, $3,531,000 is slated for California for a variety of
projects including Yuba River Fish Passage (Englebright and Daguerre Point Dams;
Sacramento River Bank Protection Project; Northern California Streams, Lower Cache
Creek, Yolo County: and the American River Watershed among others. The funding
also includes $100,000 for CALFED and $100,000 for Lake Tahoe for coordination
studies with other agencies.

The bill includes $1,639,489,000 for the Corps for construction. Of this total,
$148,726,000 is slated for California for a variety of projects including American River
Watershed (Folsom Dam Raise and Modifications); Napa River, Salt Marsh Restoration;
Sacramento River Bank Protection Project; and the Yuba River Basin, among others.

The bill includes $2,908,511,000 for the Corps for operation and maintenance. Of this

total, $124,131,000 is slated for over 40 projects in California. A few of the projects
include Black Butte Lake, Humboldt Harbor and Bay, Merced County Streams, and the
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Yuba River. The‘funding also includes $1,462,000 for Nevada and California regarding
Martis Creek Lake.

Bureau of Reclamation:

The bill includes $978,131,000 for water and related resources to mitigate the impacts
of the Persistent Western Drought through a combination of voluntary water
conveyances, additional storage, and increased efficiencies in both agricultural and
urban purposes. Of this total, $132,324,000 is slated for a variety of projects in
California. The projects include a number of Central Valley Projects such as Delta
Division, Friant Division — San Joaquin River Restoration Settlement, Sacramento River
Division, San Joaquin Division, Shasta Division, Orland Project and Salton Sea
Research Project. The bill also includes $50 million for the Western Drought Response
for any authorized purpose that is deemed to have the most direct and immediate
impact and $37 million for the California Bay-Delta Restoration Program.

Staff Recommendation

RCRC Government Affairs staff encourages members to contact us if they have any
questions regarding spending and policy provisions contained in the Omnibus Spending
Package.
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RCRC

REPRESENTING CALIFORNIA'S
RURAL COUNTIES

To: RCRC Board of Directors
From: Staci Heaton
Regulatory Affairs Advocate
Date: January 20, 2015
Re: State Water Board Grazing Regulatory Action Project (GRAP)
Summary :

The State Water Resources Control Board (Water Board) is proposing to develop a
regulatory program for grazing operations. The Water Board staff has begun public
outreach with the goal of developing a final proposal for Board approval sometime in
2016.

Background

The Water Board is tasked with a broad mandate to address all discharges of “waste”
that could affect the quality of waters in the state. The definition of “waste” includes
sewage and all other waste substances associated with human habitation, or of human
or animal origin, or from producing, manufacturing, or processing operations. As such,
the Water Board also interprets this mandate as a responsibility to regulate discharges
of waste that could affect water quality, including indirect discharges from livestock
grazing operations to address water quality impairments.

Issue

In late 2014, the Water Board quietly began a process to gather stakeholder information
for what they have named the Grazing Regulatory Action Project (GRAP). The real
purpose of GRAP is still speculative, but staff has admitted that the ultimate goal is to
develop a scheme, such as a waiver of waste discharge, to regulate discharges from
livestock grazing operations.

To begin their process, Water Board staff elected to first hold a series of four invitation-
only focused listening sessions with groups they considered important to the
conversation. The first session was held on November 3, 2014 with environmental and
environmental justice stakeholders, followed by sessions with ranch owners, public
agencies, and academia. While there was much scuttiebutt about what occurred at
these initial meetings, Water Board staff waited until early January 2015 to release the
presentations and notes from the sessions.

In mid-December 2014, the Water Board announced a second series of listening
sessions open to all interested parties. The sessions were scheduled for San Luis

RURAL COUNTY REPRESENTATIVES OF CALIFORNIA
1215 KSTREET, SUITE 1650 SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 PHONE: 916-447-4806 FAX:916-448-3154 WEB: WWW.RCRCNET.ORG
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Obispo, Redding, and Bishop, and required attendees to RSVP to ensure their ability to
attend their meeting of choice. RCRC staff attended the session in Redding and noted
several potential issues with the GRAP proposal; most notably that Water Board staff
did not present relevant data or studies supporting the regulation of grazing operations
at this time, and instead plan to seek scientific input from stakeholders. Requirements
related to GRAP will also very likely be folded into local government municipal storm
water permits, adding compliance costs to an already expensive program. Furthermore,
the lack of a written proposal creates uncertainty about the extent of Water Board staff's
regulatory plans, particularly concerning costs, monitoring, and reporting burdens on the
ranching community.

Water Board staff will be developing an initial written proposal and undertaking the
associated CEQA scoping process and public outreach in 2015. Their staff hopes to
have a final proposal ready for Water Board approval in 2016.

Presentations from the invitation-only listening sessions, as well as an implementation
timeline for GRAP, can be found on the Water Board's GRAP website:
http.//www.waterboards.ca.gov/water _issues/programs/nps/grap.shtml

Staff Recommendation

RCRC urges members of the Board of Directors to distribute information on the GRAP
proposal to the appropriate county staff. RCRC will continue to update the Board on the
program’s progress throughout the next two years.

Attachments
¢ GRAP Fact Sheet
e Water Board staff presentation from the January 15, 2015 Redding listening
session.
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Grazing Regulatory Action Project

The State Water Resources Control Board and the nine regional water quality control
boards (collectively the Water Boards) are working together on a Grazing Regulatory
Action Project (GRAP), which is exploring a range of options to enhance environmental
benefits from grazing, protect beneficial uses of surface and groundwater, and address
potential impacts to water quality posed by livestock grazing.

The potential impacts to water quality from grazing include sediment loading and the
introduction of bacteria and nutrients to streams and wetlands, and physical alteration of
the land that can harm habitat and wildlife in and around streams and wetlands.
Examples include:

« Livestock grazing near a stream can break down the stream banks and
trample the natural vegetation along the banks, causing erosion and loss
of shade. This may slow down flow, make the waterway shallower, and
increase light hitting the water, with the result of increased water
temperature that causes algae growth. The algae growth in turn can harm
fish and wildlife.

¢ Livestock waste entering streams either directly or indirectly by irrigation
or storm water runoff can cause bacteria problems and nutrient buildup,
which in turn promotes algae growth, threatens aquatic life, and makes
recreational water contact a public health concem.

However, well-managed livestock grazing can also provide important benefits to the
people of California. Any discussion of regulatory options must include consideration of
these benefits, which include the following:

e Grazing results in more than $3 billion in goods and services annually to
California and much of the nation and provides tens of thousands of jobs.
Many livestock grazing operations in California are multi-generational
family operations, several of which have been operating for over a
hundred years.

SCTAULYIIF 5O SR IN A3 AV 3LER 1O SN 5M VE N AT.IA SUSHP 3R 7 0 5T 4E ©C T 1 50 TN

STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD
1001 | Street. Sacramento, CA 95314 « 916-341.5254 » Malling Address: P.0, Box 100, Sacramsnto, CA 958120100 » www, waterboards.ca.gov
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« Rangeland supports and preserves a variety of landscapes and habitat
types which provide open space and a variety of recreation opportunities.
These landscapes can also benefit from the vegetation management and
fuel reduction grazing facilitates.

In addition, any discussion of regulatory options must include consideration of the costs
to the grazing community of compliance. The GRAP aims to engage stakeholders to
explore potential solutions that provide consistent and effective methods of minimizing
the harm grazing can do to waterways, while maintaining a viable livestock industry.

Water Boards' Role in Addressing Waste Discharges Related to Grazing

As the principal state agencies with primary responsibility for the coordination and
control of water quality in California, the Water Boards have a mandate to address all
discharges of “waste” that could affect the quality of the waters of the State. This
includes addressing discharges, and potential discharges, of waste associated with
livestock grazing on the more than 40 million acres of public and private grazing lands in
California.

The definition of waste includes sewage and all other waste substances associated with
human habitation, or of human or animal origin, or from producing, manufacturing, or
processing operations. The broad mandate to regulate waste applies not anly to
discharges piped directly to water bodies, but also to “non-point source” discharges,
such as those resulting from livestock grazing, that reach the water bodies indirectly.

The Water Boards are able to regulate not only actual discharges to waters of the state,
but also discharges of waste that could affect the quality of the waters of the state,
whether those activities take place on public or private lands. The Water Boards may
issue requirements to landowners or operators or both for those potential water quality
impairments. Over the years, the Water Boards have regulated a number of activities
because of their potential to affect water quality, including irrigated agriculture, building
construction, timber harvesting, road management, onsite septic systems, and grazing.

As described above there are a number of water quality impacts related to grazing,
including manure deposits that may run off to surface water or percolate to groundwater
through precipitation or irrigation, and trampling near a water body that may lead to
sediment discharges and loss of riparian vegetation. All of these are within the Water
Boards’ broad mandate to regulate waste. Under State Water Board policy, all nonpoint
source pollution discharges must be regulated.

12



Types of Regulatory Actions

The Water Boards issue permits called "waste discharge requirements” to control
discharges or potential discharges of waste consistent with basin plans. Basin plans
are statewide or regional plans that designate the beneficial uses of waters, the water
quality objectives to protect those beneficial uses, and the program of implementation
needed to achieve them. .

The Water Boards may also issue permits called “conditional waivers.” In practical
terms, conditional waivers generally contain requirements similar to those in waste
discharge requirements. But conditional waivers must be renewed every five years and
the fees associated with conditional waivers may vary from the fees associated with
waste discharge requirements.

The Water Boards may also regulate discharges through a conditional prohibition in the
basin plan, which prohibits a category of discharge unless certain conditions, such as a
plan to manage that discharge, is in place.

Such regulatory actions may be taken by the regional water boards individually to
address water quality impacts specific to their region or may be taken by the State
Water Board to address water quality impacts state-wide. The State Water Board may
also issue a state-wide policy to guide the actions of the regional water boards in
adopting appropriate regulatory actions.

Impaired Water Bodies

The Water Boards also maintain and periodically update a list referred to as the “303(d)
list’ of water bodies where water quality monitoring data for surface waters indicates
that pollutant levels exceed protective water quality standards.

A 303(d) listing generally leads to the development of a Total Maximum Daily Load
(TMDL) that specifies the allowable loads of pollutants that may enter that water body
and still meet water quality objectives. The TMDL is then incorporated into the basin
plans through an implementation plan.

There are currently more than 120 grazing-related impairments (including for fecal
bacteria, temperature, sediments, and nutrients) on the 303(d) list. In developing and
prioritizing regulatory solutions, the Water Boards will consider the 303(d) list. Where
appropriate, a regulatory program for livestock grazing may take the place of the
development of TMDLs to address individual impairments related to grazing; however,
an assessment at the individual waterbody level would have to consider whether there
might be other causes of the impairment or whether water quality standards should be
adjusted to reflect existing beneficial uses.
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High Quality Waters

In addition to addressing water quality impairments, the Water Boards are required to
protect high quality waters. Under state and federal “anti-degradation” requirements,
the Water Boards must generally maintain the quality of water bodies where the quality
exceeds that required to protect the beneficial uses, unless they can show that some
degradation is justified to support a strong interest of the people of California (such as a
compelling safety, economic, cultural, or other environmental interest) and that any such
degradation is minimized and that water quality objectives are met and beneficial uses
are protected. There are numerous high quality streams within public lands, including
federally managed wilderness areas that may be impacted by water quality degradation
caused by livestock grazing. Many of these high quality streams are the headwaters for
the streams and rivers that provide California’s drinking water.

Existing Regulatory Programs

To date, a number of regional water boards have adopted programs to regulate grazing
activities. The State Water Board has not taken any state-wide regulatory action on
grazing. The GRAP was formed to explore all regional and state-wide regulatory options
available to enhance the environmental benefits from grazing, protect beneficial uses of
surface and groundwater, and address potential impacts to water quality posed by
livestock grazing. If a state-wide regulatory approach is not adopted, the regional water
boards will individually regulate grazing activities within their jurisdiction.

(This fact sheet was last updated Jan. 7, 2015)
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GRAZING REGULATORY ACTION PROJECT
(GRAP).

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water Issues/programs/nps rap.shtmi

Regional Stakeholder Meeting
Informational Update

State Water Resources Control Board
Regional Water Quality Control Boards

Purpose and Overview of Today’s Session
Purpose:
¢ Background of GRAP
° Summary of Input from Focused Listening Sessions
° Listen to Stakeholder Comments & Questions

Next Steps

Overview: Who Where What When ‘Why How

15
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Who/Where

The Water Boards

State Water Resources
Cantrol Board & Nine
Regional Water Quality
Control Boards

Primary responsibility for
coordination and control of
water quality

Mandate to addrass all
discharges of waste

Water Bouards

What

Grazing Regulatory Action Project (GRAP)

Enhance environmental benefits from grazing, protect
beneficial uses of surface and groundwater & address water
quality impacts potentially related to livestock grazing.

Facilitate efficiency and consistency while accounting for

regional differences.

Collaborative effort to address impaired and priority waters.

16
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GRAP will not include:
Overlapping regulations with
Confined Animal Feeding Operations (CAFOs)
or

Irrigated Lands Regulatory Programs

oard:«;

When

Water

GRAP Schedule

17
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Why

Well-managed livestock grazing operations
can provide benefits to the environment,
the economy, and California consumers.

Grazing operations can contribute to
impairments of water quality and impact
beneficial uses.

Wdtcz Boards
It’s the Law

The Water Boards are mandated to:

« Address discharges of waste
* Address impaired waters
* Protect high quality waters

18
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How

In developing GRAP, we will consider:
« Water Board mandates

* Tools already in use

« Stakeholder input

We will also consider:

* California Rangeland Water Quality
Management Plan (1995)

° Proposed Statewide Waiver For National
Forests in 2011

¢ Online submittal of related science

19
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Stakeholder Input
Focused Listening Sessions
November 2014

Focus Groups: Ranching and related Industries;
Government and Local Agencies; Environmental &
Environmental Justice Organizations; Academia ; Tribes

Asked for input on same topics from each Group

11

Definition of Grazing for GRAP

* Commercial operation

* No confidential business information

* Based on risk to water quality

* Season of use/duration of use

* Nexus to water

* Size of operation/not on size of operation

* Types of animals/not on types of animals

* Herd size/not on herd size

* By habitat type

* Include ecosystem services 12
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A Successful Regulatory Program

Both private & public lands/not both
Regional, not statewide

Statewide

Voluntary-not regulatory

Regulatory — not voluntary

Reward good practices/not punitive
Include incentives

Include incentives for rancher’s participation in
outreach/education programs

No cost to operators where water quality standards are being
met

Emphasize management practices with monitoring
Encourage herding

Fencing problematic/encourage fencing

Priority to protect wet areas

Consider wet/dry areas differently

13

(continued)

Tiered system that treats high risk operations
differently than low risk

Stable/adequate resources for both short & long
term

Not duplicative/coordinated with other agencies
Build off of past efforts

Recognize the benefits of grazing

Coordinate with rangeland experts

Statewide bacteria standard

Stream setbacks

Self-monitoring

Focus on areas with problems

14
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Monitoring

Low cost

' Inexpensive & cost effective

Use E.coli as fecal indicator bacteria (FIB)
Monitor parameters other than bacteria
Include FIB, temperature, sediment, fish habitat
Not duplicative

No monitoring required unless problem

No monitoring required if Ranch WQ Plan is being
implemented

Focus on areas with highest public health risk
Focus on areas with intensive public recreation

{continued)

Structure & health of streams
Specific for type of animal
Required for public lands only

Coordinated with land management agencies and
watershed groups

Monitor pack stations in the back country

Focus on sensitive areas (e.g. alpine wet meadows)
Include cost-effective computer modeling

Flexible

Include structure & health of stream reaches
Protective of all beneficial uses

Focus on habitat function

i6

22

1/13/2015



Unusual or extreme circumstances

Catastrophic fire

Livestock & wildlife diseases
Climate change

Drought

Flooding

Flexibility in stocking rates

17

Better Collaboration With All Stakeholders

Hold a lot of small sessions like the Focused
Listening Sessions

Like invitation only/don’t like invitation only

Don’t separate stakeholder groups/separate
stakeholder groups

More meetings not in Sacramento/more
meetings in Sacramento

Use the website to share the progress of GRAP
and the types of input received from stakeholders

Keep the process transparent
Use a listserv

1k
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listserv

To self-subscribe to the GRAP email subscription
list or "listserv”, please go to

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/resources/emai
|_subscriptions/swrcb subscribe.shtm| and

select “Water Quality”, then “Grazing Regulatory
Action Project (GRAP)".

19

Next Steps

¢ Stakeholder Sessions
Sacramento — November 2014
San Luis Obispo, Redding, Bishop - January 2015

¢ Online submittal of related science —coming soon!

» Share summary of input and science on our website
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/nps/grap.shtm

e Develop Options

¢ Stakeholder input on Options

24
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For questions about the process of developing the GRAP, please contact:

Steve Fagundes  Division of Water Quality , State Water Resources Control Board

{916) 341-5487 sfagundes@watgvboard;.ca.gov

Cindy Wise  Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board, Sauth Lake Tahoe Office

{530) 542-5408 cwise@waterboards.ca.gov

Ben Letton  Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board, Redding Office

(530) 224-4129 bletton@waterboards.ca.gov
The State and Regional Water Boards’ Executive Sponsors for GRAP:

Patty Kouyoumdilan Executive Officer, Lahontan Reglonal Water Quality Control Board,

South Lake Tahoe Office {530) 542-5412 pzkouyoumdlian@®waterboards.ca.gov

Phil Crader Assistant Deputy Director, Division of Water Quality, State Water Resources
Control Board (916) 341- 5500 pcrader@waterboards.ca.gov

For questions related to stakeholder meeting schedule or Iocations, please contact:

Esther Tracy  Office of Public Participation, State Water Resources Contral Board

{916) 341-5908 etracy@waterboards.ca.gov 2

Stakeholder Comments and Questions

* Time Limit of Three (3) Minutes Per Speaker

© Esther Tracy, Moderator

k
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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 define its proposed Grazing Regulatory Action Program, fails to identify specific
problems or the “driving force” behind the interest in 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:



)

2)

3)

4

5)

6)

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.

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?

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.

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. Tt 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.

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.

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 environmental 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 FFA programs.
However, currently and of utmost importance in validating the strong desire for local
control that is of paramount concemn 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 regulatory 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

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
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