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Letter BN: Abby Taylor-Silva et al, Grower-Shipper Association of Central California et al (June 
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Exhibit 5 

Appendix A. Resumes 

Note to Readers:  

The materials provided in Exhibit 5, Appendix A, have been omitted 
from this section because they do not contain specific comments on the 
DEIR or DAO 4.0. 

These materials are available for review in Section 3.3. 
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Note to Readers:  

The materials provided in Exhibit 7, Attachment A, and Exhibit 8, have 
been omitted from this section because they do not contain specific 
comments on the DEIR or DAO 4.0. 

These materials are available for review in Section 3.3. 
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Response to Comment BN-1 

The CCWB acknowledges the commenter’s background and interests. 

Response to Comment BN-2 

The comment states that the commenter does not support Agricultural Order 4.0 due to 
economic costs, setbacks, ranch level monitoring, and concerns about the DEIR. In addition, this 
comment is summarized and responded to in Master Response 2.9.1.  

Response to Comment BN-3 

This comment is summarized and responded to in Master Response 2.1.14. 

Response to Comment BN-4 

The CCWB acknowledges the commenter’s input. 

Response to Comment BN-5 

The comment generally describes the format of the comments. Responses to specific comments 
are provided in Responses to Comments BN-6 through BN-18 below. 

Response to Comment BN-6 

This comment is summarized and responded to in the following Master Responses: 2.9.1 and 
2.9.3. 

Response to Comment BN-7 

The comment states that the Central Coast Water board must consider economic impacts when 
adopting the Order. 

The Central Coast Water Board has appropriately taken into account economic considerations in 
the development of the Order, in accordance with Water Code sections 13263 and 13241. 
Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, an “economic impact assessment” is not required when 
applying Water Code section 13241. “Section 13241 does not specify how a water board must 
go about considering the specified factors. Nor does it require that board to make specific 
findings on the factors.” (City of Arcadia v. State Water Resources Control Board (2010) 191 
Cal.App.4th 156, 177.) The Central Coast Water Board has summarized its economic 
considerations in the Findings at RAO Attachment A, pages 6-21, paragraphs 13-55. The Central 
Coast Water Board has revised the Findings to reflect that it has also taken into consideration 
economic impacts that were raised in the comments. (Attachment A, page 9, paragraph 27). 
Regarding whether economics were considered during the adoption of the water quality 
objectives upon which the receiving water limits are based, it is generally “presumed that official 
duty has been regularly performed.” (Evid. Code, § 664; see City of Sacramento v. State Water 
Resources Control Bd. (1992) 2 Cal.App.4th 960, 976). 
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Response to Comment BN-8 

See Response to Comment BN-7. 

Response to Comment BN-9 

The comment states that the CCWB must consider economic impacts that result in 
environmental impacts under CEQA. See Response to Comment BN-7. In addition, refer to 
Master Response 9, as well as Responses to Comments BN-203 to BN-211, and BN-288 to BN-
415 for specific responses to the more detailed concerns presented further in these comments.  

Response to Comment BN-10 through BN-18 

See Response to Comment BN-7. 

Response to Comment BN-19 

The comment states that the Central Coast Water Board does not have the legal authority to 
adopt fertilizer nitrogen application limits. As described in Attachment A, Findings, at pages 96 
and 99, paragraphs 12 and 19 and generally in Master Response 2.3.10 (Fertilizer Application 
Limits), one of the causes of the severe groundwater nitrate contamination observed in 
groundwater basins in the central coast region is the overapplication of synthetic fertilizer 
nitrogen. The application of nitrogen in excess of what is removed from the field results in 
residual fertilizer and a potential nitrogen waste discharge that could affect the quality of 
groundwater. An opinion of the California Attorney General has recognized that improper 
application of chemicals that leads to their presence in waters of the state constitute a waste 
discharge. (See 43 Ops. Cal. Atty. Gen. 302, 304 (1964)). Application limits are effectively limits 
regulating the amount of overapplied or residual fertilizer that is discharged. 

The Central Coast Water Board is uniquely-situated to determine and impose fertilizer 
application limits that act as a proxy for overapplied or residual fertilizer. Since 2014, the Central 
Coast Water Board has collected and analyzed fertilizer application data, and the Board has 
developed technical expertise to distinguish between reasonable fertilizer application rates and 
those that reflect overapplication constituting a discharge. Targets and limits for fertilizer 
application at the 90th and then 85th percentile reflect rates of application that the Central Coast 
Water Board has determined will lead to a discharge of nitrogen. 

RAO 4.0 incorporates a Third-Party Alternative Compliance Pathway for Groundwater 
Protection. Dischargers who elect to participate in the Third-Party Alternative Compliance 
Pathway will be subject to fertilizer nitrogen application targets only and will not be subject to 
limits. The imposition of limits is appropriate for Dischargers not participating in a Third-Party 
Alternative Compliance Pathway because the limits provide a clear compliance benchmark for 
Dischargers that are not accessing the educational and technical support of a Third-Party.  

Response to Comment BN-20 

The comment states that the proposed nitrogen discharge targets and limits are contrary to the 
State Water Board’s direction in the East San Juaquin (ESJ Order). 

RAO 4.0 has been revised in response to this comment and others challenging the legal and 
technical foundation of the nitrogen discharge limits. RAO 4.0 incorporates a Third-Party 
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Alternative Compliance Pathway for Groundwater Protection. Dischargers who elect to 
participate in the Third-Party Alternative Compliance Pathway will be subject to nitrogen 
discharge targets only and will not be subject to limits.  

RAO 4.0 retains the nitrogen discharge limits for Dischargers not participating in the Third-Party 
Alternative Compliance Pathway. As discussed in Master Response 2.3.3 (Nitrogen Discharge 
Limits (Oppose)) and Master Response 2.5.8 (Incentivize Best Management Practices), the 
regulation of waste discharges from irrigated agriculture in the central coast region is 
distinguished from other regions of the state and is the basis for including nitrogen discharge 
limits in this Order. The imposition of limits is further appropriate for dischargers not 
participating in a Third-Party Alternative Compliance Pathway because the limits provide a clear 
compliance benchmark for dischargers that are not accessing the educational and technical 
support of a Third-Party.  

RAO 4.0 acknowledges that the ESJ Order states: “It is premature at this point to project the 
manner in which the multi-year A/R ratio target values might serve as regulatory tools. That 
determination will be informed by the data collected and the research conducted in the next 
several years. If we move forward with a new regulatory approach in the future, we expect to do 
so only after convening an expert panel that can help evaluate and consider the appropriate use 
of the acceptable ranges for multi-year A/R ratio target values in irrigated lands regulatory 
programs statewide” (ESJ Order, p. 74). 

In response to the ESJ Order discussion, this Order sets a time schedule that imposes the 
nitrogen discharge limits only beginning in 2027. The A-R data-based nitrogen discharge values 
established by this Order act as targets until 2027 to allow for the learning curve associated with 
the new monitoring and reporting requirement, as well as to provide additional time for the 
State Board to convene an expert panel for review and evaluation of the AR values as regulatory 
tools. Beginning in 2027, the A-R values are implemented as limits, with the final limit of 50 
pounds per acre not effective until 2051. The Findings at RAO 4.0, Attachment A, page 70, 
paragraph 209.g. specifically state as follows: “If prior to 2027 or anytime thereafter an expert 
panel finds that another regulatory method would be more protective of water quality, or if the 
more protective regulatory methods are identified through other sources, the Central Coast 
Water Board will review the requirements of this Order and will make modifications as 
appropriate. (Order, Part 2, Section C.1; Order, Part 2, Table C.1-2).”  

See also RAO, Attachment A, pages 69-70, paragraph 209. 

Response to Comment BN-21 

This comment is summarized and responded to in the following Master Responses: 2.1.14 and 
2.2.3. 

Response to Comment BN-22 through BN-26 

This comment is summarized and responded to in Master Response 2.2.3. 

Response to Comment BN-27 

The comment states that the proposed nitrogen discharge targets and limits are contrary to the 
State Water Board’s direction in the ESJ Order. Please refer to Response to Comments BN-20 
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and BN-262, Master Response 2.5.6 (Nitrogen Discharge Limits (Oppose)) and Master Response 
2.7.16 (Incentivize Best Management Practices), and RAO 4.0, Attachment A pages 69-70, 
paragraph 209. 

Response to Comment BN-28 

This comment is summarized and responded to in the following Master Responses: 2.3.1 and 
2.3.4. 

Response to Comment BN-29 

This comment is summarized and responded to in Master Response 2.3.7. 

Response to Comment BN-30 through BN-31 

This comment is summarized and responded to in the following Master Responses: 2.3.7 and 
2.3.1. 

Response to Comment BN-32 

This comment is summarized and responded to in Master Response 2.3.2.  

Response to Comment BN-33 

This comment is noted. 

Response to Comment BN-34 

The comment states that DAO 4.0 improperly prohibits discharges in excess of nitrogen 
discharge limits. The language prohibiting discharges in excess of nitrogen discharge limits has 
been removed from RAO 4.0. 

Response to Comment BN-35 

This comment is summarized and responded to in the following Master Responses: 2.3.9; 2.3.3; 
2.4.2; 2.5.5; 2.5.11; 2.5.2; 2.5.3; and 2.7.3. 

Response to Comment BN-36 

The comment states that it is inappropriate to require ranch-level groundwater discharge 
monitoring and reporting. The comment is summarized and responded to in the following 
Master Responses: 2.3.9; 2.4.2; 2.5.3; 2.5.5; 2.5.11; 2.6.6; and 2.7.3. In addition, refer to 
Response to Comment BN-269. The Central Coast Water Board acknowledges the burdens of 
conducting ranch-level groundwater discharge monitoring the commenter raises. Nevertheless, 
given that the purpose of the monitoring and reporting requirement is to understand the nature 
and extent of nitrate pollution in groundwater and ultimately to attain water quality objectives 
that are protective of the municipal and domestic supply beneficial use, the burden of the 
requirement is reasonably related the benefits to be obtained. 

Response to Comment BN-37 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-36. 
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Response to Comment BN-38 

The comment generally states that surface water protection requirements improperly impose a 
traditional, point source regulatory program onto nonpoint source discharges. The commenter’s 
general concerns are noted. Please refer to Responses to Comments BN-34 and BN-40.  

Response to Comment BN-39 

This comment is summarized and responded to in the following Master Responses: 2.3.9; 2.3.3; 
2.4.2; 2.5.5; 2.5.11; 2.5.2; 2.5.3; and 2.7.3.  

Response to Comment BN-40 

The comment states that edge-of-field limits are improper because when the Central Coast 
Water Board adopted the Water Quality Control Plan for the Central Coast Region, it did not 
anticipate or consider applying water quality objectives at the edge-of-field like an effluent 
limitation. 

The Water Code requires the regional board to consider section 13241 factors, including 
economic considerations, when adopting waste discharge requirements and does not specify 
how that consideration is to be conducted. Although the edge-of-field limits may not have been 
a reasonably foreseeable method of complying with the water quality objectives at the time the 
Central Coast Water Board adopted the relevant water quality objectives into the Basin Plan, the 
Central Coast Water Board is now considering the costs associated with applying those water 
quality objectives, through limits at the edge of field, during the development of this Order. 

Response to Comment BN-41 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-40. 

Response to Comment BN-42 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-34. 

Response to Comment BN-43 

The comment states that the CCWB cannot legally impose prohibitions on the discharge of 
pollutants generally, and specifically on pesticides. The language prohibiting the discharge of 
pollutants in excess of pesticide or toxicity limits have been removed from RAO 4.0. RAO 4.0 
does not regulate the use of pesticides. See also Master Response 2.6.2. 

Response to Comment BN-44 through BN-45 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-43. 

Response to Comment BN-46 

The comment states that the pesticide limits are improper because they are not based on 
numeric pesticide water quality objectives. The comment further states that the CCWB has not 
considered or applied Water Code section 13241 to the limits expressed in Table C.3-2. The 
receiving water limits for pesticides and toxicity that are not based on total maximum daily loads 
(TMDLs) are derived from the narrative water quality objectives in the Basin Plan, as described 
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in Attachment A (Findings), pages 132-147, paragraphs 49-110, and Tables A.C.3-1 and A.C.3-2. 
The receiving water limits for pesticides are based on values from sources described in RAO 4.0, 
Attachment A, page 143, paragraph 110 and page 144, Table A.C.3-2. These values are 
considered to be protective of water quality because the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(USEPA) aquatic life benchmark values are developed based on aquatic ecological effects of 
chemicals in surface water and from risk assessments for individual pesticides. A policy is not 
required for the CCWB to interpret a narrative water quality objective to establish a numeric 
receiving water limit. The CCWB considered the factors in Water Code section 13241 when 
adopting the narrative water quality objectives into the Basin Plan, and reconsideration of those 
factors when implementing the Basin Plan in waste discharge requirements is not required. 
Nevertheless, the factors were considered in the development of the requirements of DAO 4.0, 
including the receiving water limits for pesticides and toxicity. 

Response to Comment BN-47 through BN-48 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-46. 

Response to Comment BN-49 through BN-70 

This comment is responded to in Master Response 2.8.8. 

Response to Comment BN-71 

The comment states that access road requirements from the forest practice regulations are not 
applicable and need to be deleted. In response to this comment, the requirement for access 
roads to comply with forest practice regulations is removed from RAO 4.0. 

Response to Comment BN-72 through BN-73 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-71. 

Response to Comment BN-74 

The comment states that the definition of Discharge in Attachment C is overly broad. In 
response to this comment, the definition of Discharge has been revised to read: 

“A release of a waste to waters of the state, either directly to surface waters or through 
percolation to groundwater. Wastes from irrigated agriculture include but are not limited to 
earthen materials (soil, silt, sand, clay, and rock), inorganic materials (metals, plastics, salts, 
boron, selenium, potassium, nitrogen, phosphorus, etc.) and organic materials such as 
pesticides. Discharges from irrigated lands regulated by this Order include discharges to surface 
water and groundwater, through mechanisms such as irrigation return flows, percolation, 
tailwater, tile drain water, stormwater runoff flowing from irrigated lands, stormwater runoff 
conveyed in channels or canals resulting from the discharge from irrigated lands, and runoff 
resulting from frost control or operational spills. These discharges could affect the quality of 
waters of the state and impair beneficial uses.” 

Response to Comment BN-75 through BN-77 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-74. 
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Response to Comment BN-78 

This comment is responded to in Master Response 2.8.8. 

Response to Comment BN-79 

The comment states that the definition of Nonpoint Source Pollution in Attachment C 
incorrectly states that diffuse pollution sources are not generally subject to National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permitting and that nonpoint source pollution is not 
subject to NPDES permitting. In response to this comment, the definition of Nonpoint Source 
Pollution has been revised to read: 

“The Basin Plan states that nonpoint sources of water pollution are generally defined as sources 
which are diffuse (spread out over a large area). Nonpoint sources of pollution are not subject to 
NPDES permitting. The wastes are generally carried off the land by runoff. Common nonpoint 
sources of pollution are activities associated with agriculture, timber harvest, certain mining, 
dams, and saltwater intrusion.” 

Response to Comment BN-80 

The comment states that the definition of Waters of the State in Attachment C is improperly 
broadened. The definition of Waters of the States is broadly construed; therefore, the Central 
Coast Water Board disagrees that the definition in Attachment C of the DAO 4.0 is improperly 
broadened. Nevertheless, the definition of Waters of the State has been revised to read: 

“Any surface water or groundwater, including saline waters, within the boundaries of the State 
as defined in the California Water Code Sec. 13050(e), whether private or public. ‘Waters of the 
state’ includes all ‘waters of the U.S.’” 

Response to Comment BN-81 

The comment states that the definition of waterbody in Attachment C is overly broad. The 
definition of Waterbody in Attachment C has been removed. The Order at page 11, paragraph 
11.p. has been revised to clarify that for the purpose of that paragraph, “waterbodies” includes 
wetlands, estuaries, marshes, swamps, lakes, ponds, vernal pools, rivers, streams, creeks, 
springs, artesian wells, drainages, canals, and all other waterbodies (natural or artificial) with 
defined banks and water at least a portion of a year). 

Response to Comment BN-82 

The comment generally states that the Draft Order is legally deficient in many ways and cannot 
be adopted as proposed. The commenter’s concerns are noted and addressed through specific 
responses to comments above. 

Response to Comment BN-83 

The introductory comment alleges that the DEIR constitutes a prejudicial abuse of discretion and 
that it is not supported by substantial evidence. Please refer to Response to Comments BN-89 to 
BN-244 for specific responses to the more detailed concerns presented further in these 
comments. 
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Response to Comment BN-84 

The comment generally alleges that the DEIR does not comply with CEQA. Please refer to 
Responses to Comments BN-89 to BN-244 for specific responses to the more detailed concerns 
presented further in these comments. 

Response to Comment BN-85 

The comment generally alleges that Agricultural Order 4.0 contains unlawful requirements that 
are not supported by law and put growers at a competitive disadvantage. This comment does 
not specifically identify how the Order requirements are unlawful and places growers at a 
competitive disadvantage. Responses to specific comments are addressed below. 

Response to Comment BN-86 

The comment states that the CCWB should comply with all laws, including CEQA, and act 
appropriately and reasonably when adopting Agricultural Order 4.0. The comment is noted. It 
does not address substantive contents of the DEIR, and no further response is necessary. 

Response to Comment BN-87 

The comment summarizes some goals of the CEQA statute. The comment is noted. It does not 
address substantive contents of the DEIR, and no further response is necessary. 

Response to Comment BN-88 

The comment alleges that the CCWB failed to comply with CEQA as a result of alleged 
inadequacies in the DEIR. Please refer to Responses to Comments BN-89 to BN-244 for specific 
responses to the more detailed concerns presented further in these comments. 

Response to Comment BN-89 

The comment summarizes certain provisions of CEQA, and states that the CCWB must comply 
with CEQA’s objectives. The comment is noted. It does not address substantive contents of the 
DEIR, and no further response is necessary. 

Response to Comment BN-90 

The comment alleges that the DEIR makes improper conclusions of “speculative” and “less than 
significant.” The comment also describes the purpose of an EIR under CEQA. This comment does 
not specifically identify how the conclusions reached by the DEIR are incorrect. Therefore, no 
further response is needed. 

Response to Comment BN-91 

The comment states that the DEIR fails to satisfy the requirements of CEQA and the CEQA 
Guidelines because it fails to analyze certain economic impacts of Agricultural Order 4.0. Please 
refer to Responses to Comments BN-203 to BN-211 and Master Response 2.10 for specific 
responses to the more detailed concerns presented in the commenter’s later comments. 
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Response to Comment BN-92 

The comment summarizes requirements for project descriptions under CEQA. The comment is 
noted. It does not address specific substantive contents of the DEIR, and no further response is 
necessary. 

Response to Comment BN-93 

The comment summarizes requirements for project descriptions under CEQA. The comment is 
noted. It does not address substantive contents of the DEIR, and no further response is 
necessary. 

Response to Comment BN-94 

The comment summarizes case law indicating the importance of an adequate project 
description. The comment is noted. It does not address substantive contents of the DEIR, and no 
further response is necessary. 

Response to Comment BN-95 

The comment states that the DEIR’s project description “truncates” the assessment of impacts 
and consideration of meaningful alternatives. Please refer to Responses to Comments BN-96 to 
BN-104 and BN-227 to BN-238 for specific responses to the more detailed concerns presented in 
these comments. 

Response to Comment BN-96 

The comment states that the DEIR does not contain an accurate project description, and instead 
references Appendix A, which consists of the Draft Order and its appendices. The project 
description is provided in Chapter 2, Project Description, which consists of 44 pages describing 
the Proposed Project. As required by the CEQA Guidelines, the project description contains the 
following information: 

• The precise location and boundaries of the Proposed Project (CEQA Guidelines, § 
15124(a); see DEIR pp. 2-8 to 2-9); 

• A statement of the objectives of the Proposed Project (CEQA Guidelines, § 15124(b); see 
DEIR p. 2-10);  

• A general description of the project’s technical, economic, and environmental 
characteristics (CEQA Guidelines, § 15124(c); see DEIR pp. 2-12 to 2-43); and  

• A statement briefly describing the intended uses of the EIR (CEQA Guidelines, § 
15124(d); see DEIR p. 2-43 to 2-44). 

The Project Description provides a description of the project’s characteristics as required by 
section 15124(c) by summarizing DAO 4.0, first by identifying the requirements contained in the 
Order, and then comparing these requirements to existing requirements contained in 
Agricultural Order 3.0. The CEQA Guidelines specifically state that the project description must 
contain the information described above, but “should not supply extensive detail beyond that 
needed for evaluation and review of the environmental impact.” (CEQA Guidelines, § 15124.) 
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Appendix A has been included with the DEIR so that readers may refer to that document when 
seeking additional detail regarding the Proposed Project. 

Response to Comment BN-97 

The comment asserts that the project description in the DEIR misrepresents the project, as 
compared to the appendix containing the full text of the proposed agricultural order. It states 
that the use of phrases such as “numeric limits for discharges” are “cursory, does not provide 
the reader or decision-makers with the full scope and breadth of the project, prevents adequate 
review, and improperly describes the project in such a way that understates and fails to 
recognize project impacts.”  

The statement that the Proposed Project will set “numeric limits for dischargers” is included in a 
brief initial textual summary of the requirements of Agricultural Order 4.0. Prior to that 
reference, the project description states several times that Agricultural Order 4.0 would replace 
the existing permit governing agricultural discharges that are established under Agricultural 
Order 3.0, and would update waste discharge requirements (WDRs) for irrigated agriculture 
operations. The project description then goes on to list the provisions in Agricultural Order 4.0 
that set specific limits and targets for discharge of nitrogen and fertilizers. The project 
description does not need to include each specific limit or target for each type of agricultural 
discharge. This would constitute “excessive detail,” which is discouraged by CEQA Guidelines 
section 15124 for the main body of the EIR. Appendix A was circulated with the DEIR so that 
readers could refer to the full text of the DAO 4.0 if they sought additional detail regarding the 
Proposed Project. In response to the comment that faults the project description for not 
recognizing project impacts, it should be noted that the project description is not the section of 
the EIR in which impacts are meant to be evaluated. Potentially significant impacts are 
evaluated in Chapter 3 of the EIR. (See e.g., CEQA Guidelines §§ 15064.7, 15126, 15126.6.) 

The comment further states that Table 2-3 does not explain the substance of the draft Order 
and references drafts from March and May 2019. As noted above, the DEIR Project Description 
was drafted to convey the essential aspects of DAO 4.0 without overwhelming the reader with 
excessive detail, as directed by the CEQA Guidelines. Table 2-3 provided cross-references to the 
locations where detailed information on the provisions of DAO 4.0 could be viewed in Appendix 
A. The format of Table 2-3 was designed to mimic the “conceptual options tables” for 
Agricultural Order 4.0, which had been circulated for public review and discussed at the March 
and May 2019 CCWB Board workshops and at prior meetings. This approach provides the reader 
with a frame of reference so as to better understand where the components that he/she may 
have reviewed and commented upon previously were located in the Order. Note that the 
heading in the first table should have read: “Ag Order 4.0 – Updated Option.” This has been 
corrected in the FEIR.  

The comment further expresses concern that Table 2-4 “truncates” the requirements of the 
draft Order so that the commenter cannot understand what the Order requires. The comment 
does not identify any specific provisions that are confusing or any examples where the 
requirements may be difficult to understand. Therefore, no further response is needed. 
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Response to Comment BN-98 

The comment states that the project description is inadequate because it does not include 
sufficient detail for the reader to understand what the project is. The comment does not identify 
any specific provisions or aspects of the project that are not included or described in the project 
description.  

In addition, the comment states that the environmental setting is “partially based on old data 
and fails to convey the important features of Central Coast agriculture that are relevant for 
assessing the economic impact of the Order.” The comment does not identify any specific data 
in the environmental setting that is outdated, or that would impact the DEIR’s economic 
analysis. Therefore, no further response is needed. 

Response to Comment BN-99 

The comment states that the project description in the EIR does not describe the entire project 
being proposed, but rather describes only selected aspects of the Proposed Project. The 
comment then expresses an opinion that the DEIR does not treat agriculture as part of the 
environment. 

The purpose of the project is described in Section 2.4, Project Purpose & Objectives, in Chapter 
2, Project Description, as follows: 

The purpose of Agricultural Order 4.0 is to:  

1.  Protect and restore beneficial uses and achieve water quality objectives specified in 
the Basin Plan for commercial irrigated agricultural areas in the central coast region 
by: 

a.  Minimizing nitrate discharges to groundwater;  

b.  Minimizing nutrient discharges to surface water;  

c.  Minimizing toxicity in surface water from pesticide discharges;  

d.  Protecting and restoring riparian and wetland habitat, and  

e.  Minimizing sediment discharges to surface water.  

2.  Effectively track and quantify achievement of 1.a. through e. over a specific, defined 
time schedule.  

3. Comply with the State Nonpoint Source Pollution Control Program, the State 
Antidegradation Policy, relevant court decisions such as those pertaining to 
Coastkeeper et al lawsuits, the precedential language in the Eastern San Joaquin 
Agricultural Order, and other relevant statutes and water quality plans and policies, 
including Total Maximum Daily Loads in the central coast region.  

 

(DEIR, p. 2-10.) This same statement of purpose also appears in full in the Executive Summary (p. 
ES-1) and the Alternatives Analysis (p. 4-4). The purpose of the project is clearly stated, in 
accordance with CEQA Guidelines section 15124(b). Note that since the DEIR and DAO 4.0 were 
circulated, Project Objective 1.d has been revised to remove “and restoring,” as reflected in FEIR 
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Volume 1. Please refer to Response to Comment BN-96 for a discussion of how the project 
description meets the requirements of CEQA. 

In response to the concern that the DEIR does not treat agriculture as part of the environment, 
every section of Chapter 3, Environmental Analysis, contains a discussion of agriculture and/or 
agricultural practices. Section 3.1, Agriculture and Forestry Resources, focuses entirely on 
analyzing the potential impacts of the project on agricultural lands using the CEQA Guidelines 
Appendix G significance criteria, including potential for direct conversion of agricultural land to 
non-agricultural uses due to Proposed Project activities, conflicts with existing zoning for 
agricultural use or Williamson Act contracts, or other changes to the environment that could 
result in conversion of agricultural land to non-agricultural use. Similarly, Section 3.5, Economics, 
contains a detailed description of regulatory compliance costs for agricultural producers and an 
analysis the impacts of regulatory costs of the project for Central Coast agricultural producers.  

Response to Comment BN-100 

The comment states that Proposed Project impacts are understated due to flaws in the Project 
Description. The comment does not identify how the analysis of project impacts is affected by 
the Project Description. Therefore, no further response is required. 

Response to Comment BN-101 

The comment states that foreseeable impacts, alternatives, and mitigation measures cannot be 
prepared or evaluated because the Project Description is deficient. As an example, the comment 
states that the DEIR fails to analyze the consequences and environmental effects of riparian 
setbacks as related to food safety, human health, insects, flood risk, and fire risk. As noted in 
Response to Comment BN-97, the project description is not the section of the EIR in which 
impacts are meant to be evaluated. Potentially significant impacts are evaluated in Chapter 3 of 
the EIR. (See e.g., CEQA Guidelines §§ 15064.7, 15126, 15126.6.) In addition, please note that 
RAO 4.0 does not include the riparian and operational setback components. For more 
information related to riparian and operational setbacks, please refer to Master Response 2.8. 

Response to Comment BN-102 

The comment states that the Project Description does not include a general description of the 
Proposed Project’s technical, economic, and environmental characteristics. As support, the 
comment states that there is no description of the agricultural environmental characteristics 
and that the location description is not adequate.  

The Project Description contains a general description of the environmental characteristics of 
the project itself, specifically the environmental requirements of Agricultural Order 4.0. CEQA 
does not require a project description to contain descriptions of all resources that may be 
affected or impacted by the Proposed Project. The environmental setting is described under 
each resource topic, including information about the physical environmental conditions in the 
vicinity of the Proposed Project, as those conditions relate to each resource topic, as required by 
CEQA Guidelines section 15125. The location maps and description of the project location in 
Section 2.3 of the Project Description are included to provide the reader with an understanding 
of the Proposed Project location and boundaries, as required by CEQA Guidelines section 
15124(a).  
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The comment also states that there is no general description of the economic characteristics of 
the Proposed Project. The economic characteristics of the Proposed Project are described in 
detail in Section 3.5, Economics, as part of the environmental setting for that resource topic.  

Response to Comment BN-103 

The comment states that the DEIR’s Project Description is flawed because the document 
describes (in Section 3.1, Agriculture and Forestry Resources) the maximum number of acres 
that would be potentially taken out of production due to proposed riparian setback 
requirements. The comment does not explain how these data are a deficiency in the Project 
Description. Also, please note that RAO 4.0 does not include the riparian and operational 
setback components. For more information related to riparian and operational setbacks, please 
refer to Master Response 2.8. 

Response to Comment BN-104 

The comment requests that the DEIR be revised to include a revised Project Description. Please 
refer to Responses to Comments BN-92 to BN-103 for specific responses to the more detailed 
concerns presented in the commenter’s previous comments. 

Response to Comment BN-105 

The comment states that the project purpose has changed since the Initial Study. CEQA does not 
require the project purpose to remain stable and unchanged between the Initial Study and the 
EIR. Note that one of CEQA’s specified purposes of preparing an Initial Study is to “enable [a] 
Lead Agency to modify a project” before preparing an EIR. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15063(c)(2).) 

The comment further states that the project purpose is described differently throughout the 
DEIR. As noted in the comment, the purpose of the Proposed Project is identified clearly in the 
Project Description, Section 2.4, with three primary objectives. (See Response to Comment BN-
99.) This same statement of purpose, with all three objectives, also appears in full in the 
Executive Summary (p. ES-1) and the Alternatives Analysis (p. 4-4). The Alternatives Analysis also 
contains a section where different project alternatives are compared directly with these three 
objectives (pp. 4-18 to 4-19.) The comment cites a single phrase in the document, out of 
context, to argue that the Proposed Project purpose has changed. The phrase appears in the 
Alternatives Analysis section, where the DEIR describes the Environmentally Superior Alternative 
analysis. In context, the DEIR states: 

Due to the nature of the Proposed Project, it is difficult to designate any of the remaining 
alternatives (i.e., other than the No Project Alternative) as environmentally superior. Unlike 
many of the more “typical” projects evaluated under CEQA (e.g., a housing development), the 
purpose of the Proposed Project is largely to correct existing ongoing impairments in water 
quality caused by discharges from irrigated agricultural lands. In other words, the purpose of the 
Proposed Project is to benefit the environment. 

(DEIR, p. 4-40, emphasis added.) In this context, the phrase does not contradict or change the 
stated purpose of the Proposed Project. The purpose and objectives of the DEIR are clearly and 
consistently described. 
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The comment further states that the DEIR has left “agriculture” out of the definition of 
“environment.” The stated purpose of the Proposed Project does not explicitly use the term 
“environment.” The comment does not identify any statute or case law that would require 
either “agriculture” or “environment” to be included in the purpose or objectives of the 
Proposed Project. Notably, the CEQA Guidelines also do not explicitly include “agriculture” in the 
definition of “environment.” (CEQA Guidelines, § 15360.) The DEIR complies with CEQA by 
providing a rigorous analysis of the environmental impacts of the Proposed Project, including 
the potential impacts of the Proposed Project on agricultural resources (see Section 3.1, 
Agriculture and Forestry Resources). 

Response to Comment BN-106 

The comment states that the Proposed Project’s objectives do not mention the agricultural 
environment or include maintaining viable agricultural activity through reasonable regulations. 
The comment does not identify any statute or case law that would require this specific language 
to be included in the Proposed Project objectives. The mission of the CCWB is “developing and 
enforcing water quality objectives and implementing plans that will best protect the area's 
waters while recognizing our local differences in climate, topography, geology and hydrology.” 
The CCWB develops, implements, and enforces reasonable regulatory tools, such as permits, in 
order to achieve these goals. In protecting the water quality in the central coast region, the 
CCWB must balance the needs of industry, agriculture, municipal districts, and the environment.  

Response to Comment BN-107 

The comment states that DEIR Objective 1.d, protecting and restoring riparian and wetland 
habitat, is a land use control plan, and therefore outside the scope of the CCWB’s authority.  

The CCWB’s authority includes the reasonable protection of water quality for beneficial uses, 
including wildlife and warm and cold water habitat, and aquatic life. [Water Code §§ 13301, 
13241; CCWB, 2019.] As explained in the RAO 4.0 Findings, Attachment A, pages 156 and 164-
171, paragraphs 150-153 and 175-212, riparian and wetland areas increase groundwater 
recharge, reduce erosion, and reduce the transport of sediment, nutrients, and other pollutants 
from agricultural activities into waterbodies. Also, please note that the RAO 4.0 does not include 
the riparian and operational setback components. For more information related to riparian and 
operational setbacks, please refer to Master Response 2.8. DEIR Objective 1.d also has been 
revised to remove “restoring,” consistent with the removal of the riparian component from the 
Order. 

In addition, the comment states that DEIR Objective 1.e, minimizing sediment discharges to 
surface water, conflicts with the CCWB’s Basin Plan Section 5.2, which indicates that local 
government should take the lead in sediment management, with CCWB support. The CCWB’s 
Basin Plan does not indicate that local government will be the sole entity or agency with 
authority to regulate sediment management, nor does it cede regulatory authority from the 
CCWB to local governments. DEIR Objective 1.e does not conflict with the Basin Plan.  

Response to Comment BN-108 

The comment requests that the DEIR be revised to include revised project purpose objectives. 
Please refer to Responses to Comments BN-105 to BN-107 for specific responses to the more 
detailed concerns presented in the commenter’s earlier comments. 
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Response to Comment BN-109 

The comment states that the environmental baseline and environmental setting are flawed and 
incomplete. The comment states that the setting omits programs including the Sustainable 
Groundwater Management Act (SGMA). The DEIR includes a description of the SGMA on pages 
3.9-9 and 3.9-10 as part of the description of the setting. The comment further states that other 
aspects of the environmental setting are “truncated” but does not identify any specific 
information that the DEIR should have included. Therefore, no further response is needed. 

The comment also states that the environmental setting does not accurately describe existing 
environmental conditions. The comment does not identify any specific inaccuracies. Therefore, 
no further response is needed. 

Response to Comment BN-110 

The comment states that the estimate in the DEIR of the number of acres that may be taken out 
of production as a result of the proposed riparian setbacks is too low. Please note that the RAO 
4.0 does not include the riparian and operational setback components. For more information 
related to riparian and operational setbacks, please refer to Master Response 2.8. 

Response to Comment BN-111 

The comment states that the environmental setting is partially based on old data and is 
therefore insufficient for assessing the economic impact of Agricultural Order 4.0. In response to 
concerns related to potential adverse economic impacts from Agricultural Order 4.0, refer to 
Master Response 2.9. In response to comments related to the DEIR’s analysis of economic 
impacts, including CEQA Guidelines compliance requirements and the adequacy of the DEIR’s 
approach for impact analysis, please refer to Master Response 2.10.  

As described in FEIR, Volume 1, Chapter 3, Introduction to the Environmental Analysis, the 
environmental setting sections used data that were available to describe the existing conditions. 
With respect to the data shown in Table 3.5-1, no more recent report showing the breakdown of 
agricultural economic information specific to the central coast region could be found during 
preparation of the DEIR. The commenter does not identify how use of these data affected the 
conclusions reached in the impact analysis. Therefore, no further response is needed. 

Similarly, the EIR included information from a study by University of California Cooperative 
Extension – Agricultural Issues Center on the costs of production for growers of romaine hearts 
in the central coast region. This information was included to provide the reader (assumed to 
potentially be a lay person without detailed knowledge of agricultural economics) a sense of the 
costs of production for an example crop. The EIR acknowledged that a single crop is not 
necessarily representative of all crops or the region as a whole, stating as such (see FEIR, 
Volume 1, Section 3.5, Economics, page 3.5-8) and comparing the results of the romaine hearts 
study to a similar study done for strawberries. Again, the commenter does not describe how use 
of these data in Section 3.5 impaired the environmental impact analysis.  

Response to Comment BN-112 

The comment expresses concern that the environmental baseline is flawed because the DEIR 
does not use the date of the Notice of Preparation (NOP) as the baseline. The original DEIR 
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language designated the baseline as Fall 2017, although the NOP was issued in February 2018. 
The DEIR language referenced by the commenters was inarticulate and has been clarified in the 
FEIR (see Volume 1, Section 3.0, Introduction to the Environmental Analysis, page 3.0-2). In 
accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, the baseline used in the DEIR analysis was the physical 
environmental conditions that existed at the time the NOP was published. In some cases, 2017 
or earlier data were used in describing certain environmental characteristics since more recent 
data were not yet published or available at the time the DEIR was prepared.  

In addition, the comment states that the DEIR’s cost analysis should have included a 2018 study 
of regulatory cost data for lettuce. But “CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every 
test or perform all research, study, and experimentation recommended or demanded by 
commenters.” (CEQA Guidelines § 15204(a).) The 2018 study (Hamilton and McCullough) 
referenced by the commenters does show that regulatory costs have increased markedly since 
2006, but does not show substantially different information from what is presented in the EIR. 
The 2018 study shows total regulatory costs of $977.30 per acre for a Salinas Valley lettuce 
grower in 2017. This is higher than the per acre costs shown in the McCullough et al. (2017) 
study (see FEIR, Volume 1, Section 3.5, Economics, Tables 3.5-5 and 3.5-6), for example, but 
includes additional, non-environmental regulatory compliance costs, such as worker’s 
compensation, Affordable Care Act requirements, and labor wage requirements. The 2018 study 
referenced by the commenters shows that water quality regulations constitute 1.9 percent (i.e., 
$18.57 per acre) of the Salinas Valley lettuce grower’s total regulatory compliance costs, lending 
credence to the notion that Agricultural Order compliance represents a relatively small 
proportion of a grower’s costs. In response to comments related to the DEIR’s analysis of 
economic impacts, including CEQA Guidelines compliance requirements and the adequacy of the 
EIR’s approach for impact analysis, please refer to Master Response 2.10.  

Response to Comment BN-113 

The comment expresses concern that the baseline used in the DEIR is deficient because it does 
not include full implementation of SGMA. The CEQA Guidelines state that “a lead agency may 
define existing conditions by referencing […] conditions expected when a project becomes 
operational [when] supported by substantial evidence.” (CEQA Guidelines § 15125(a); emphasis 
added.) Further, the CEQA Guidelines provide that the lead agency may only include predicted 
future conditions if it “demonstrates with substantial evidence that use of existing conditions 
would be either misleading or without informative value to decision makers and the public.” 
(CEQA Guidelines § 15125(b).) The CCWB does not have evidence indicating that the 
environmental setting as presented would be misleading or without informative value. In 
addition, the DEIR’s environmental setting includes a description of the SGMA. Please refer to 
Response to Comment BN-109. 

Response to Comment BN-114 

The comment expresses concern that the DEIR does not conduct an analysis of whether the 
Proposed Project would conflict with groundwater sustainability plans. The comment fails to 
provide substantial evidence that an analysis of such plans would substantially change the 
conclusions of the DEIR. (CEQA Guidelines § 15204(c).) 
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Response to Comment BN-115 

The comment expresses concern that the DEIR does not provide substantial evidence of its 
assumptions regarding economics, impacts, agricultural land conversion, recharge, and water 
use and therefore does not adequately describe existing conditions. The DEIR describes the 
existing conditions for economics in Section 3.5, Economics. Agricultural land conversion is 
described and analyzed in Section 3.1, Agriculture and Forestry Resources. Recharge and water 
use are described in Section 3.11, Hydrology and Water Resources. The evidence, resources and 
data relied upon are identified in each chapter, and described in additional detail in Chapter 7, 
References. The comment does not specifically identify how the DEIR’s description of existing 
conditions inaccurately characterizes these resources/issues. Therefore, no further response is 
needed. 

Response to Comment BN-116 

The comment expresses concern that the Proposed Project baseline as presented in the DEIR is 
not supported by substantial evidence and presents unsupported conclusions, figures, or 
references without analysis. Please refer to Response to Comment BN-112 for discussion of the 
baseline used for the DEIR. The comment does not specifically identify what figures or 
references would require additional support or analysis as part of the environmental setting 
description. Each chapter contains citations to evidence, resources, and data relied upon to 
describe the environmental setting, and each reference is described in additional detail in 
Chapter 7, References.  

Response to Comment BN-117 

The comment requests that the DEIR be revised to include a revised project baseline. Please 
refer to Responses to Comments BN-109 to BN-116 for specific responses to the more detailed 
concerns presented in the commenter’s earlier comments. 

Response to Comment BN-118 through BN-120 

The comment cites provisions of CEQA regarding the determination of significant effects. The 
comment is noted. It does not address substantive contents of the DEIR, and no further 
response is necessary.  

Response to Comment BN-121 

The comment states that the DEIR does not disclose, analyze and/or mitigate the Proposed 
Project’s environmental impacts as required, and that its conclusions are not supported by 
substantial evidence. Please refer to Responses to Comments BN-123 to BN-226 for specific 
responses to the more detailed concerns presented in the commenter’s later comments.  

Response to Comment BN-122 

The comment states that the DEIR does not contain an adequate review of Agricultural Order 
4.0 because it does not review and rely on all data, facts, evidence, and personal knowledge. 
Please refer to Responses to Comments BN-123 to BN-226 for specific responses to the more 
detailed concerns presented in the commenter’s earlier comments. 



Central Coast Water Board  Chapter 3. Responses to Comments 
 

Agricultural Order 4.0 
Final Environmental Impact Report 
Volume 3 – Comments and Responses to Comments 

3-609 April 2021 
Project 18.016 

 

Response to Comment BN-123 

The comment states that under CEQA, the burden of proof is on the lead agency to show a 
project will not have an impact on the environment. The comment is noted, although it is a 
gross oversimplification of the standards set forth in the cited section of the CEQA Guidelines. 
Summarized more accurately, CEQA Guidelines Section 15064 provides that a lead agency must 
determine whether a project may result in a significant effect on the environment and that 
determination must be based on substantial evidence. The comment does not pertain to the 
substantive contents of the DEIR, and no further response is necessary.  

Response to Comment BN-124 

The comment states that the DEIR must review agriculture as part of its review of impacts on 
agriculture and forestry resources. Section 3.1 provides an analysis of the Proposed Project’s 
potential impacts on agriculture and forestry resources.  

The comment additionally states that the DEIR should have analyzed impacts on the 
environment as a result of irrigation management, such as soil salinity. The comment does not 
provide substantial evidence that the Proposed Project would have significant impacts to the 
environment as a result of irrigation management. 

Response to Comment BN-125 

The comment states that water quality regulations that aim to improve environmental quality 
can have unintended consequences. The comment gives several examples that are not specific 
to the DEIR or the Proposed Project. The comment is noted. It does not address substantive 
contents of the DEIR, and no further response is necessary. 

Response to Comment BN-126 

The comment states that the determination whether a project may have a significant impact on 
the environment must be made on the basis of scientific and factual data. In addition, the 
comment cites a series of oral and written comments regarding Agricultural Order 4.0 that were 
submitted during the earlier development of the order and the CEQA scoping process. The 
comment is noted. It does not address substantive contents of the DEIR, and no further 
response is necessary. Please note, however, that all comments submitted during the order 
development process were considered in developing DAO 4.0. Likewise, all comments submitted 
during the CEQA scoping period were considered during preparation of the DEIR. Scoping 
comments are summarized in Table 1-1 (pages 1-5 to 1-6) and Table 4-1 (pages 4-2 to 4-3) of the 
FEIR, Volume 1. The EIR also evaluated the alternative proposal submitted by agricultural 
organizations (Ag Organization Alternative) during the draft conceptual regulatory options 
public review period as part of the alternatives analysis in Chapter 4 of the EIR.  

Response to Comment BN-127 

The comment cites a January 21, 2019 letter from Costa Farms to the CCWB. The comment is 
noted. The comment does not provide substantial evidence that the Proposed Project would 
result in a new previously undisclosed significant impact or a substantially worse impact than 
that disclosed in the DEIR. 
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Response to Comment BN-128 

The comment cites a January 15, 2019 letter from Costa Farms to the CCWB. The comment is 
noted. The comment does not provide substantial evidence that the Proposed Project would 
result in a new previously undisclosed significant impact or a substantially worse impact than 
that disclosed in the DEIR. 

Response to Comment BN-129 

The comment cites a January 21, 2019 letter from Huntington Farms to the CCWB. The 
comment is noted. The comment does not provide substantial evidence that the Proposed 
Project would result in a new previously undisclosed significant impact or a substantially worse 
impact than that disclosed in the DEIR. 

Response to Comment BN-130 

The comment cites a January 17, 2019 letter from Berry Mist Farms to the CCWB. The comment 
is noted. The comment does not provide substantial evidence that the Proposed Project would 
result in a new previously undisclosed significant impact or a substantially worse impact than 
that disclosed in the DEIR. 

Response to Comment BN-131 

The comment cites a January 21, 2019 letter from California Farm Bureau Federation to the 
CCWB. The comment is noted. The comment does not provide substantial evidence that the 
Proposed Project would result in a new previously undisclosed significant impact or a 
substantially worse impact than that disclosed in the DEIR. 

Response to Comment BN-132 

The comment cites a January 15, 2019 letter from California Avocado Commission to the CCWB. 
The comment is noted. The comment does not provide substantial evidence that the Proposed 
Project would result in a new previously undisclosed significant impact or a substantially worse 
impact than that disclosed in the DEIR. 

Response to Comment BN-133 

The comment cites a January 21, 2019 letter from University of California Cooperative Extension 
Monterey County to the CCWB. The comment is noted. The comment does not provide 
substantial evidence that the Proposed Project would result in a new previously undisclosed 
significant impact or a substantially worse impact than that disclosed in the DEIR. 

Response to Comment BN-134 

The comment cites a January 21, 2019 letter from Grower-Shipper Association of Santa Barbara 
and San Luis Obispo Counties to the CCWB. The comment is noted. The comment does not 
provide substantial evidence that the Proposed Project would result in a new previously 
undisclosed significant impact or a substantially worse impact than that disclosed in the DEIR. 
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Response to Comment BN-135 

The comment cites a January 21, 2019 letter from Grower-Shipper Association of Central 
California, Grower-Shipper Association of Santa Barbara and San Luis Obispo Counties, 
Monterey County Farm Bureau, Central Coast Groundwater Coalition, Western Growers, and 
California Farm Bureau Federation on behalf of 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, and Santa Cruz County 
Farm Bureau to the CCWB. The comment is noted. The comment does not provide substantial 
evidence that the Proposed Project would result in a new previously undisclosed significant 
impact or a substantially worse impact than that disclosed in the DEIR. 

Response to Comment BN-136 

The comment cites an April 30, 2018 letter from Grower-Shipper SB SLO, Grower-Shipper CC, 
Western Growers, San Luis Obispo (SLO) County Farm Bureau, California Strawberry 
Commission, and Central Coast Groundwater Coalition to the CCWB. The comment is noted. The 
comment does not provide substantial evidence that the Proposed Project would result in a new 
previously undisclosed significant impact or a substantially worse impact than that disclosed in 
the DEIR.  

Response to Comment BN-137 

The comment cites examples from the DEIR in which the DEIR states certain factors or impacts 
are speculative. Please refer to Responses to Comments BN-138 and BN-149 for specific 
responses to the concerns presented in the commenter’s later comments. 

Response to Comment BN-138 

The comment expresses concern that the DEIR’s findings that certain factors or impacts are 
speculative “shift the burden of identifying significant environmental impacts from the lead 
agency to the public in direct violation of CEQA.” The comment does not identify how the DEIR’s 
findings that certain impacts are speculative would violate CEQA. Rather, CEQA makes clear that 
a lead agency should not speculate about potential significant impacts (CEQA Guidelines § 
15145). Section 15187(d) of the CEQA Guidelines also discusses the analysis required for 
regional water quality control boards when adopting a rule or regulation: 

The environmental analysis shall take into account a reasonable range of environmental, 
economic, and technical factors, population and geographic areas, and specific sites. The 
agency may utilize numerical ranges and averages where specific data is not available, but is 
not required to, nor should it, engage in speculation or conjecture. 

The DEIR’s conclusions that certain impacts are speculative are consistent with CEQA 
requirements. 

The comment also expresses concern that the DEIR’s conclusions ignore relevant evidence, such 
as “relevant personal observations.” CEQA requires that a lead agency consider the views held 
by members of the public in determining whether an effect will be adverse or beneficial. (CEQA 
Guidelines § 15064(c).) The DEIR does take public concerns into account by discussing the 
possibilities of adverse effects caused by riparian and operational setbacks and increased costs 
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of compliance, as raised by commenters and the general public. In addition, the contents of the 
comments referenced are evaluated in detail in the DEIR in Chapter 4, Alternatives Analysis. 
(DEIR, pp. 4-12 to 4-28.) As noted, CEQA does not require that a lead agency conduct every test 
or perform all research, study, and experimentation recommended or demanded by 
commenters.” (CEQA Guidelines § 15204(a).) The comment does not provide substantial 
evidence that the DEIR would find a new previously undisclosed significant impact or a 
substantially worse impact based on the personal observations of commenters.  

Response to Comment BN-139 

The comment cites a January 21, 2019 letter from Costa Farms to the CCWB. The comment is 
noted. The comment does not provide substantial evidence that the Proposed Project would 
result in a new previously undisclosed significant impact or a substantially worse impact than 
that disclosed in the DEIR. 

Response to Comment BN-140 

The comment cites a January 15, 2019 letter from Costa Farms to the CCWB. The comment is 
noted. The comment does not provide substantial evidence that the Proposed Project would 
result in a new previously undisclosed significant impact or a substantially worse impact than 
that disclosed in the DEIR. 

Response to Comment BN-141 

The comment cites a January 21, 2019 letter from Huntington Farms to the CCWB. The 
comment is noted. The comment does not provide substantial evidence that the Proposed 
Project would result in a new previously undisclosed significant impact or a substantially worse 
impact than that disclosed in the DEIR. 

Response to Comment BN-142 

The comment cites a January 17, 2019 letter from Berry Mist Farms to the CCWB. The comment 
is noted. The comment does not provide substantial evidence that the Proposed Project would 
result in a new previously undisclosed significant impact or a substantially worse impact than 
that disclosed in the DEIR. 

Response to Comment BN-143 

The comment cites a January 15, 2019 letter from California Avocado Commission to the CCWB. 
The comment is noted. The comment does not provide substantial evidence that the Proposed 
Project would result in a new previously undisclosed significant impact or a substantially worse 
impact than that disclosed in the DEIR. 

Response to Comment BN-144 

The comment states an example that an adjacent property owner may testify to traffic 
conditions based on personal knowledge. The comment is noted. It does not address 
substantive contents of the DEIR, and no further response is necessary. 
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Response to Comment BN-145 

The comment states that the DEIR’s cost analysis should have included a 2018 study regarding 
regulatory cost data in the produce industry. Please refer to Response to Comment BN-112, 
which discusses the Hamilton and McCullough (2018) study. The comment does not indicate 
how the data or conclusions presented in the study would change the analysis presented in the 
DEIR. The comment does not provide substantial evidence that the DEIR would find a new 
previously undisclosed significant impact or a substantially worse impact based on the 2018 
study. 

Response to Comment BN-146 

The comment states that the information cited in comments BN-138 to BN-145 provides 
evidence of significant or potentially significant impacts on environmental resources. The 
comment does not indicate how the information presented in personal observations or the 
2018 study would change the analysis presented in the DEIR. The comment does not provide 
substantial evidence that the DEIR failed to disclose a new significant impact or substantially 
worse impact based on the information cited by the commenter. 

The comment states that if a local agency “has failed to study an area of possible environmental 
impact, a fair argument may be based on the limited facts in the record,” citing Sundstrom v. 
County of Mendocino (1988) 202 Cal. App. 3d 296, 311. The comment does not indicate any 
areas of possible impacts the DEIR has failed to study. Rather, the commenter appears to be 
asserting that the DEIR should have reached different conclusions of impact significance based 
on the commenter’s referenced data. The “fair argument” cited by the commenter does not 
apply under those circumstances. Instead, the lead agency’s EIR is assessed for whether its 
conclusions are supported by substantial evidence, even if experts might disagree about the 
data sources and methodology employed in the analysis. In addition, the “fair argument” 
standard applies only when a party is challenging the failure of a lead agency to undertake an 
EIR. The CCWB has completed a full environmental analysis by preparing an EIR. Moreover, 
“pursuant to [CEQA Guidelines] Section 15064, an effect shall not be considered significant in 
the absence of substantial evidence.” (CEQA Guidelines § 15204(c).) The comment does not 
provide substantial evidence that the DEIR failed to disclose a new significant impact or 
substantially worse impact based on the information cited by the commenter. 

Response to Comment BN-147 

The comment expresses concern that the DEIR’s conclusions that certain impacts are speculative 
are improper and contrary to law. Please refer to Response to Comment BN-138 for a more 
detailed response to this comment. 

Response to Comment BN-148 

The comment cites provisions of CEQA that an EIR must include the fullest extent of information 
available and that a determination of significant impacts must be based on the substantial 
evidence in light of the whole record. The comment is noted. It does not address substantive 
contents of the DEIR, and no further response is necessary. 
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Response to Comment BN-149 

The comment expresses concern that the DEIR is based on speculation, unsupported 
conclusions, and uncertainty. As support for this statement, the comment cites instances where 
the DEIR uses terms such as “uncertainty,” “speculative,” “could be,” “insufficient,” “not 
possible,” “unknown,” and “may be.” The DEIR is using these terms to explain impacts where it 
is not able to provide specific facts or conclusions regarding a particular impact because 
sufficient information does not exist and therefore the agency will not provide a speculative 
conclusion. CEQA makes clear that a lead agency should not speculate about potential 
significant impacts. Please refer to Response to Comment BN-138. (See also, e.g., 13 Pub. Res. 
Code § 21080 (e)(2), “Substantial evidence is not argument, speculation, unsubstantiated 
opinion, or narrative…”; 13 Pub. Res. Code § 21159(a), “The agency shall not be required to 
engage in speculation or conjecture”; CEQA Guidelines § 15145, “If, after thorough 
investigation, a Lead Agency finds that a particular impact is too speculative for evaluation, the 
agency should note its conclusion and terminate discussion of the impact.”) 

Response to Comment BN-150 

The comment expresses concern that the DEIR is based on speculation, uncertainty, and 
inaccurate conclusions. Please refer to Response to Comment BN-149 for a detailed response to 
this comment.  

Response to Comment BN-151 

The comment states that “by speculating on what could happen, rather than on actualities, an 
improper environmental baseline and resulting conclusions regarding potential significant 
agricultural and economic impacts have been drawn.” The intent of this comment is not clear. 
The preceding comments express concern that the DEIR fails to provide conclusions because it 
finds impacts to be speculative or uncertain. This comment appears to argue that the DEIR is 
engaging in speculation. In either case, the comment does not provide substantial evidence that 
the DEIR would find a new previously undisclosed significant impact or a substantially worse 
impact based on the information cited by the commenter. 

In addition, the comment states that the DEIR does not satisfy the requirements of CEQA 
because it does not provide substantial evidence to support its conclusions, and that it 
improperly relies on uncertainty and speculation. Please refer to Responses to Comments BN-
148 to BN-151 for specific responses to the concerns presented in the comments.  

Response to Comment BN-152 

The comment describes the importance of agriculture and the agricultural economy in California 
and on the Central Coast. The comment is noted. 

Response to Comment BN-153 

The comment states that the economic analysis in the DEIR is limited and does not capture all of 
the impacts of Agricultural Order 4.0 because it fails to quantify costs of compliance. The DEIR 
details compliance costs for a range of anticipated scenarios and management practices. (See 
DEIR pp. 3.5-13 to 3.5-30.) Because Agricultural Order 4.0 gives growers different options for 
compliance, however, the DEIR cannot definitively predict overall costs of the program or for 
any particular ranch or farm. In response to comments related to the DEIR’s analysis of 
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economic impacts, including CEQA Guidelines compliance requirements and the adequacy of the 
EIR’s approach for impact analysis, please refer to Master Response 2.10.  

Response to Comment BN-154 

The comment states that changes in agricultural production may produce “ripple effects,” which 
cause changes in overall economic production. The comment is noted. It does not address 
substantive contents of the DEIR, and no further response is necessary. 

Response to Comment BN-155 

The comment expresses concern that although the DEIR concludes that the conversion of 
farmland to non-agricultural use is a significant and unavoidable impact, the analysis is flawed. 
Please refer to Responses to Comments BN-156 to BN-202 for specific responses to the concerns 
presented in the commenter’s later comments. 

Response to Comment BN-156 

The comment expresses concern that the DEIR underestimates the amount of agricultural land 
that would be converted due to riparian and operational setbacks. Please note that the RAO 4.0 
does not include the riparian and operational setback components. For more information 
related to riparian and operational setbacks, please refer to Master Response 2.8. 

Response to Comment BN-157 

The comment expresses concern that the DEIR does not include an analysis of the economic 
impacts, valuation damage, and lost lease values due to riparian and operational setbacks. 
Please note that the RAO 4.0 does not include the riparian and operational setback components. 
For more information related to riparian and operational setbacks, please refer to Master 
Response 2.8. 

Response to Comment BN-158 

The comment expresses concern that the Proposed Project would cause significant impacts 
related to agricultural land conversion due to the cost of compliance and economic infeasibility. 
The DEIR provided a detailed analysis of this issue in Section 3.5, Economics. Please also see 
Master Response 2.10. 

The comment also states that riparian and operational setbacks will result in management costs 
that may have economic impacts. Please note that the RAO 4.0 does not include the riparian 
and operational setback components. For more information related to riparian and operational 
setbacks, please refer to Master Response 2.8. 

Response to Comment BN-159 

The comment states that the lack of project alternatives and analysis of mitigation measures are 
improper. Please refer to Responses to Comments BN-220 to BN-238 for specific responses to 
the concerns presented in the commenter’s later comments. 
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Response to Comment BN-160 

The comment expresses concern that the analysis of impacts on agricultural resources is lacking 
because it does not analyze evidence provided by the public. Please refer to Responses to 
Comments BN-126 and BN-138 for specific responses to the concerns presented in this 
comment. 

Response to Comment BN-161 

The comment cites a January 21, 2019 letter from Costa Farms to the CCWB. The comment is 
noted. The comment does not provide substantial evidence that the Proposed Project would 
result in a new previously undisclosed significant impact or a substantially worse impact than 
that disclosed in the DEIR. 

Response to Comment BN-162 

The comment cites a January 15, 2019 letter from Costa Farms to the CCWB. The comment is 
noted. The comment does not provide substantial evidence that the Proposed Project would 
result in a new previously undisclosed significant impact or a substantially worse impact than 
that disclosed in the DEIR. 

Response to Comment BN-163 

The comment cites a January 21, 2019 letter from Huntington Farms to the CCWB. The 
comment is noted. The comment does not provide substantial evidence that the Proposed 
Project would result in a new previously undisclosed significant impact or a substantially worse 
impact than that disclosed in the DEIR. 

Response to Comment BN-164 

The comment cites a January 17, 2019 letter from Berry Mist Farms to the CCWB. The comment 
is noted. The comment does not provide substantial evidence that the Proposed Project would 
result in a new previously undisclosed significant impact or a substantially worse impact than 
that disclosed in the DEIR. 

Response to Comment BN-165 

The comment cites a January 21, 2019 letter from California Farm Bureau Federation to the 
CCWB. The comment is noted. The comment does not provide substantial evidence that the 
Proposed Project would result in a new previously undisclosed significant impact or a 
substantially worse impact than that disclosed in the DEIR. 

Response to Comment BN-166 

The comment cites a January 15, 2019 letter from California Avocado Commission to the CCWB. 
The comment is noted. The comment does not provide substantial evidence that the Proposed 
Project would result in a new previously undisclosed significant impact or a substantially worse 
impact than that disclosed in the DEIR. 
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Response to Comment BN-167 

The comment cites a January 21, 2019 letter from University of California Cooperative Extension 
Monterey County to the CCWB. The comment is noted. The comment does not provide 
substantial evidence that the Proposed Project would result in a new previously undisclosed 
significant impact or a substantially worse impact than that disclosed in the DEIR. 

Response to Comment BN-168 

The comment cites a January 21, 2019 letter from Grower-Shipper Association of Santa Barbara 
and San Luis Obispo Counties to the CCWB. The comment is noted. The comment does not 
provide substantial evidence that the Proposed Project would result in a new previously 
undisclosed significant impact or a substantially worse impact than that disclosed in the DEIR. 

Response to Comment BN-169 

The comment cites a January 21, 2019 letter from Grower-Shipper Association of Central 
California, Grower-Shipper Association of Santa Barbara and San Luis Obispo Counties, 
Monterey County Farm Bureau, Central Coast Groundwater Coalition, Western Growers, and 
California Farm Bureau Federation on behalf of 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, and Santa Cruz County 
Farm Bureau to the CCWB. The comment is noted. The comment does not provide substantial 
evidence that the Proposed Project would result in a new previously undisclosed significant 
impact or a substantially worse impact than that disclosed in the DEIR. 

Response to Comment BN-170 

The comment cites an April 30, 2018 letter from Grower-Shipper SB SLO, Grower-Shipper CC, 
Western Growers, SLO Farm Bureau, California Strawberry Commission, and Central Coast 
Groundwater Coalition to the CCWB. The comment is noted. The comment does not provide 
substantial evidence that the Proposed Project would result in a new previously undisclosed 
significant impact or a substantially worse impact than that disclosed in the DEIR. 

Response to Comment BN-171 

The comment expresses concern that the analysis of agricultural impacts in the DEIR ignores 
legislative declarations in CEQA. Please refer to Response to Comment BN-172 for a specific 
response to the concerns presented in this comment. 

Response to Comment BN-172 

The comment expresses concern that the DEIR ignores that agriculture is an environmental 
resource of the state that should be protected and enhanced. The DEIR complies with CEQA by 
providing a rigorous analysis of the potential environmental impacts of the Proposed Project, 
including the potential impacts of the Proposed Project on agricultural resources (see Section 
3.1, Agriculture and Forestry Resources).  

The comment also states that the DEIR should have recognized that Central Coast agriculture 
provides economic, environmental, and socio-cultural benefits, as well as food and fiber and 
included analysis of resulting impacts to these agricultural benefits. The comment does not 
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provide substantial evidence that such analysis would find new previously undisclosed 
significant impacts or substantially worse impacts than those disclosed in the DEIR. Please refer 
to Master Response 2.10. 

Response to Comment BN-173 

The comment argues that the DEIR should have included additional significance criteria in its 
evaluation of impacts of the Proposed Project on agricultural resources. The DEIR included 
analyses of the five significance criteria outlined in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. The DEIR 
found that there would be significant and unavoidable impacts under two of those criteria due 
to the riparian and operational setback requirements included in the DAO 4.0 (note that the 
riparian and operational setback requirements have since been removed from the Proposed 
Project and thus significant and unavoidable impacts on agricultural resources would no longer 
occur, as described in Volume 1 of the FEIR). The comment does not identify any specific 
additional significance criteria that the commenter believes should have been included in the 
DEIR’s analysis. Therefore, no further response is needed. 

Response to Comment BN-174 

The comment states that substantial evidence of impacts beyond those listed in Appendix G 
should have been analyzed within the DEIR. The comment does not identify any specific impacts 
that were not identified or analyzed in the DEIR and that should have been included in the CEQA 
analysis. Therefore, no further response is needed. 

Response to Comment BN-175 

The comment cites a January 21, 2019 letter from Costa Farms to the CCWB. The comment is 
noted. The comment does not provide substantial evidence that the Proposed Project would 
result in a new previously undisclosed significant impact or a substantially worse impact than 
that disclosed in the DEIR. 

Response to Comment BN-176 

The comment cites a January 15, 2019 letter from Costa Farms to the CCWB. The comment is 
noted. The comment does not provide substantial evidence that the Proposed Project would 
result in a new previously undisclosed significant impact or a substantially worse impact than 
that disclosed in the DEIR. 

The comment also cites a January 21, 2019 letter from Huntington Farms to the CCWB. The 
comment is noted. The comment does not provide substantial evidence that the Proposed 
Project would result in a new previously undisclosed significant impact or a substantially worse 
impact than that disclosed in the DEIR. 

Response to Comment BN-177 

The comment cites a January 17, 2019 letter from Berry Mist Farms to the CCWB. The comment 
is noted. The comment does not provide substantial evidence that the Proposed Project would 
result in a new previously undisclosed significant impact or a substantially worse impact than 
that disclosed in the DEIR. 



Central Coast Water Board  Chapter 3. Responses to Comments 
 

Agricultural Order 4.0 
Final Environmental Impact Report 
Volume 3 – Comments and Responses to Comments 

3-619 April 2021 
Project 18.016 

 

Response to Comment BN-178 

The comment cites a January 21, 2019 letter from California Farm Bureau Federation to the 
CCWB. The comment is noted. The comment does not provide substantial evidence that the 
Proposed Project would result in a new previously undisclosed significant impact or a 
substantially worse impact than that disclosed in the DEIR. 

Response to Comment BN-179 

The comment expresses concern that the DEIR includes conclusory statements, and lists several 
examples of statements the commenter believes are conclusory. Each of the examples from the 
DEIR relate to the DEIR’s findings that it would be speculative to determine the precise acreage 
that may be removed from production as a result of increased regulatory costs or from certain 
management practices. The DEIR provides substantial evidence regarding the anticipated costs 
of a range of management practices, as well as a detailed review of anticipated costs for 
regulatory compliance for growers that would be required to comply with Agricultural Order 4.0. 
(See DEIR pp. 3.5-13 to 3.5-30.) In addition, the DEIR presents detailed estimates of the typical 
acreage that would be impacted or utilized as a result of each specific management practice that 
a grower may choose to employ in order to achieve compliance with Agricultural Order 4.0. (See 
DEIR pp. 3.5-13 to 3.5-20.) The DEIR cannot, and does not, predict which management practices 
each grower that may be subject to the Order may choose to implement to achieve compliance 
goals. CEQA directs that lead agencies may not speculate about potential significant impacts. 
Please refer to Response to Comment BN-149. The DEIR’s conclusions are supported by 
substantial evidence.  

The comment also expresses concern that the DEIR ignores impacts, potential alternatives, and 
assumes only one approach is suitable for the regulation of agricultural discharges. The 
comment does not identify specific impacts to the environment that have not been analyzed in 
the DEIR. Please refer to Response to Comment BN-173. In response to the concern regarding 
the lack of alternatives, the DEIR presents a range of alternatives, including an alternative 
approach that was proposed by a group consisting of many of the same commenters. (See DEIR 
Chapter 4, Alternatives Analysis.) Please refer to Responses to Comments BN-227 to BN-238 for 
more specific response to the concerns presented in this comment. 

The comment also asserts that the DEIR does not comply with CEQA because it does not analyze 
all evidence that provides fair argument of an impact. The standard for an Environmental Impact 
Report is substantial evidence. Substantial evidence includes facts, reasonable assumptions 
based on facts, and expert opinion supported by facts. Substantial evidence does not include 
argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence that is clearly erroneous 
or inaccurate, or evidence of social or economic impacts that do not contribute to or are not 
caused by physical impacts on the environment. (13 Pub. Res. Code § 21082.2.) The comment 
does not provide substantial evidence that the Proposed Project may have a significant impact 
on the environment that has not been already examined and disclosed in the DEIR.  

Response to Comment BN-180 

The comment cites a January 15, 2019 letter from California Avocado Commission to the CCWB. 
The comment is noted. The comment does not provide substantial evidence that the Proposed 
Project would result in a new previously undisclosed significant impact or a substantially worse 
impact than that disclosed in the DEIR. 



Central Coast Water Board  Chapter 3. Responses to Comments 
 

Agricultural Order 4.0 
Final Environmental Impact Report 
Volume 3 – Comments and Responses to Comments 

3-620 April 2021 
Project 18.016 

 

Response to Comment BN-181 

The comment cites a January 21, 2019 letter from University of California Cooperative Extension 
Monterey County to the CCWB. The comment is noted. The comment does not provide 
substantial evidence that the Proposed Project would result in a new previously undisclosed 
significant impact or a substantially worse impact than that disclosed in the DEIR. 

Response to Comment BN-182 

The comment cites a January 21, 2019 letter from Grower-Shipper Association of Santa Barbara 
and San Luis Obispo Counties to the CCWB. The comment is noted. The comment does not 
provide substantial evidence that the Proposed Project would result in a new previously 
undisclosed significant impact or a substantially worse impact than that disclosed in the DEIR.  

Response to Comment BN-183 

The comment cites a January 21, 2019 letter from Grower-Shipper Association of Central 
California, Grower-Shipper Association of Santa Barbara and San Luis Obispo Counties, 
Monterey County Farm Bureau, Central Coast Groundwater Coalition, Western Growers, and 
California Farm Bureau Federation on behalf of 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, and Santa Cruz County 
Farm Bureau to the CCWB. The comment is noted. The comment does not provide substantial 
evidence that the Proposed Project would result in a new previously undisclosed significant 
impact or a substantially worse impact than that disclosed in the DEIR. 

Response to Comment BN-184 

The comment cites an April 30, 2018 letter from Grower-Shipper SB SLO, Grower-Shipper CC, 
Western Growers, SLO County Farm Bureau, California Strawberry Commission, and Central 
Coast Groundwater Coalition to the CCWB. The comment is noted. The comment does not 
provide substantial evidence that the Proposed Project would result in a new previously 
undisclosed significant impact or a substantially worse impact than that disclosed in the DEIR.  

Response to Comment BN-185 

The comment states that the impact analysis for agriculture and forestry resources is limited to 
a little over eight pages. The comment is noted. CEQA does not require any specific page count 
or length of analysis, except to state that the text of EIRs should normally be less than 150 
pages, or 300 pages if the project has unusual scope or complexity. (CEQA Guidelines § 15141.) 

Response to Comment BN-186 

The comment states that the statements referenced in Comment BN-179 do not provide a basis 
for comparison between the Proposed Project and the alternatives. Please refer to Response to 
Comment BN-179 for a more specific response to this comment. In addition, the comment 
states that CEQA requires discussion of probable impacts, project alternatives, mitigation 
measures, and the environmental consequences of each. Sections 3.1 through 3.12 contain 
discussions and analyses of probable impacts of each of the resource topics contained in 
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, plus an additional analysis of the probable impacts to the 
environment as a result of economic factors (Section 3.5, Economics). Alternatives to the project 
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are discussed in detail in Chapter 4, Alternatives Analysis. The DEIR contains several mitigation 
measures, which are numbered and summarized in the Executive Summary. A full discussion of 
each mitigation measure is included in the chapter in which it is introduced, along with an 
analysis of how each mitigation measure will reduce potential impacts.  

The comment states that each of these discussions must be supported by substantial evidence 
and allow for public participation and review. As described in Response to Comment BN-179 and 
BN-186, the discussions are supported by substantial evidence. DEIR Section 1.5, Public 
Involvement Process, describes the process of public participation and review for the DEIR. This 
included the preparation and circulation of a NOP, Initial Study, and a scoping notice, beginning 
February 16, 2018. Four scoping meetings were held in March 2018, in Salinas, Watsonville, 
Santa Maria, and San Luis Obispo. The DEIR includes a summary of comments received during 
the scoping period. Following the initial scoping comment period, the CCWB solicited public 
comment on conceptual regulatory requirement options (November 2018 – January 2019), and 
on updated option tables (March 2019 – May 2019). The DEIR was circulated for public review 
and comment from February 21, 2020, to June 22, 2020, a total of 122 days. The CEQA process 
for the Proposed Project has been consistent with all requirements related to public review and 
comment.  

Response to Comment BN-187 

The comment asserts that the DEIR did not sufficiently analyze the impacts of expanded 
requirements for irrigation and nutrient management for surface and groundwater because it 
did not evaluate economic impacts of these requirements. In response to comments related to 
the DEIR’s analysis of economic impacts, including CEQA Guidelines compliance requirements 
and the adequacy of the EIR’s approach for impact analysis, please refer to Master Response 
2.10.  

Response to Comment BN-188 

The comment asserts that the DEIR does not adequately analyze certain impacts related to the 
proposed riparian and operational setback requirements, including issues related to food safety 
buffering, California Leafy Greens Product Handling Marketing Agreement, impacts of fallowing 
on small farming operations, food safety, flood, and insect vector control, Williamson Act 
contracts, County tax revenue, and land values. Please note that the RAO 4.0 does not include 
the riparian and operational setback components. For more information related to riparian and 
operational setbacks, please refer to Master Response 2.8. 

The comment expresses concern that the DEIR’s analysis does not include SGMA, and associated 
requirements. Please refer to Response to Comment BN-109 for a specific response to this 
comment. 

The comment expresses concern that the DEIR does not adequately analyze certain economic 
impacts of the Proposed Project, including costs of meeting requirements, multiplier effects on 
agricultural related businesses, or reductions in local employment. In response to comments 
related to the DEIR’s analysis of economic impacts, including CEQA Guidelines compliance 
requirements and the adequacy of the DEIR’s approach for impact analysis, please refer to 
Master Response 2.10. 
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Response to Comment BN-189 

The comment expresses concern that the statements referenced in Comment BN-179 do not 
provide a means for the public to assess project impacts and alternatives. Please refer to 
Responses to Comments BN-179 and BN-186 for more specific responses to this comment.  

Response to Comment BN-190 

The comment expresses concern regarding possible conflicts between the proposed riparian 
setback requirements and the California Leafy Greens Product Handling Marketing Agreement. 
Please note that the RAO 4.0 does not include the riparian and operational setback components. 
For more information related to riparian and operational setbacks, please refer to Master 
Response 2.8. 

Response to Comment BN-191 

The comment expresses concern regarding possible conflicts between the proposed riparian and 
operational setback requirements and Williamson Act contracts. Please note that the RAO 4.0 
does not include the riparian and operational setback components. For more information 
related to riparian and operational setbacks, please refer to Master Response 2.8. 

Response to Comment BN-192 

The comment expresses concern that changes in crop mix as a result of fewer crop rotations per 
year may negatively impact employment. In response to concerns related to potential adverse 
economic impacts from Agricultural Order 4.0, refer to Master Response 2.9. In response to 
comments related to the DEIR’s analysis of economic impacts, including CEQA Guidelines 
compliance requirements and the adequacy of the EIR’s approach for impact analysis, please 
refer to Master Response 2.10.  

Response to Comment BN-193 

The comment expresses concern that the DEIR does not properly quantify the impacts of 
operational and riparian setbacks on agricultural resources. Please note that the RAO 4.0 does 
not include the riparian and operational setback components. For more information related to 
riparian and operational setbacks, please refer to Master Response 2.8. 

Response to Comment BN-194 

The comment expresses concern that the nitrogen discharge limits in Agricultural Order 4.0 will 
be cost prohibitive for certain crops. In response to concerns related to potential adverse 
economic impacts from Agricultural Order 4.0, refer to Master Response 2.9. In response to 
comments related to the DEIR’s analysis of economic impacts, including CEQA Guidelines 
compliance requirements and the adequacy of the EIR’s approach for impact analysis, please 
refer to Master Response 2.10. 

Response to Comment BN-195 

The comment expresses concern regarding economic impacts of nitrogen discharge limits on 
lettuce in Monterey County, summarizing the results of the ERA Economics study, which is 
included in the comment letter package and delineated as Comments BN-368 to BN-415. In 
response to concerns related to potential adverse economic impacts from Agricultural Order 
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4.0, refer to Master Response 2.9. Please also refer to Master Response 2.10, which responds to 
comments on the DEIR’s economic impacts analysis and addresses the ERA Economics study. 
Please also see Responses to Comments BN-368 to BN-415 for specific responses to the 
concerns presented in the commenter’s later comments. 

Response to Comment BN-196 

The comment expresses concern regarding economic impacts of nitrogen discharge limits on 
lettuce in Monterey County, citing additional findings of the ERA Economics study. In response 
to concerns related to potential adverse economic impacts from Agricultural Order 4.0, refer to 
Master Response 2.9. Please also refer to Master Response 2.10, which responds to comments 
on the DEIR’s economic impacts analysis and addresses the ERA Economics study. Please also 
see Responses to Comments BN-368 to BN-415 for specific responses to the concerns presented 
in the commenter’s later comments. 

Response to Comment BN-197 

The comment expresses concern that economic impacts from the Proposed Project will have a 
disproportionate impact on jobs for those who reside in economically disadvantaged 
communities and that this was not evaluated in the DEIR. The comment quotes a passage from 
the first ERA Economics technical memorandum, which is included in the comment letter 
package and delineated as Comments BN-288 to BN-367. In response to concerns related to 
potential adverse economic impacts from Agricultural Order 4.0, refer to Master Response 2.9. 
In response to comments related to the DEIR’s analysis of economic impacts, including CEQA 
Guidelines compliance requirements and the adequacy of the EIR’s approach for impact 
analysis, please refer to Master Response 2.10. Please also see Responses to Comments BN-288 
to BN-367 for specific responses to the concerns presented in the commenter’s later comments. 

Response to Comment BN-198 

The comment expresses concern regarding economic impacts of nitrogen discharge limits on 
lettuce in Monterey County, citing additional findings from the ERA Economics study (second 
ERA Economics technical memorandum). In response to concerns related to potential adverse 
economic impacts from Agricultural Order 4.0, refer to Master Response 2.9. Please also refer to 
Master Response 2.10, which responds to comments on the DEIR’s economic impacts analysis 
and addresses the ERA Economics study. Please also see Responses to Comments BN-368 to BN-
415 for specific responses to the concerns presented in the commenter’s later comments. 

Response to Comment BN-199 

The comment expresses concern regarding economic impacts of nitrogen discharge limits on 
lettuce in Monterey County, citing additional findings from the ERA Economics study (second 
ERA Economics technical memorandum). In response to concerns related to potential adverse 
economic impacts from Agricultural Order 4.0, refer to Master Response 2.9. Please also see 
Master Response 2.10, which responds to comments on the DEIR’s economic impacts analysis 
and addresses the ERA Economics study. Please also see Responses to Comments BN-368 to BN-
415 for specific responses to the concerns presented in the commenter’s later comments. 
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Response to Comment BN-200 

The comment expresses concern regarding economic impacts of nitrogen discharge limits on 
lettuce in Monterey County, citing additional findings of the ERA Economics study (second ERA 
Economics technical memorandum). In response to concerns related to potential adverse 
economic impacts from Agricultural Order 4.0, refer to Master Response 2.9. Please also refer to 
Master Response 2.10, which responds to comments on the DEIR’s economic impacts analysis 
and addresses the ERA Economics study. Please also see Responses to Comments BN-368 to BN-
415 for specific responses to the concerns presented in the commenter’s later comments.  

Response to Comment BN-201 

The comment expresses concern that the impacts described in comments BN-195 to BN-200 are 
not analyzed in the DEIR. As noted above, the assertions in Comments BN-195 to BN-200 are 
taken from the ERA Economics study (second ERA Economics technical memorandum), which is 
delineated as Comments BN-368 to BN-415. In response to concerns related to potential 
adverse economic impacts from Agricultural Order 4.0, refer to Master Response 2.9. In 
response to comments related to the DEIR’s analysis of economic impacts, including CEQA 
Guidelines compliance requirements and the adequacy of the EIR’s approach for impact 
analysis, please refer to Master Response 2.10. Please also see Responses to Comments BN-368 
to BN-415 for specific responses to the concerns presented in the commenter’s later comments. 

Response to Comment BN-202 

The comment states generally that the DEIR is conclusory and therefore precludes meaningful 
review and comment. Please refer to Responses to Comments BN-179 and BN-186 for more 
specific responses to this comment. The comment also states that the DEIR is flawed because it 
does not analyze impacts and concludes that certain impacts are speculative or less than 
significant. Please refer to Responses to Comments BN-179 and BN-188 for more specific 
responses to this comment. 

Response to Comment BN-203 

The comment expresses concern that the economic analysis in the DEIR is flawed because it 
does not evaluate how growers would adjust in response to increased regulatory costs. In 
response to comments related to the DEIR’s analysis of economic impacts, including CEQA 
Guidelines compliance requirements and the adequacy of the EIR’s approach for impact 
analysis, please refer to Master Response 2.10.  

Response to Comment BN-204 

The comment expresses concern that the significance criteria in the DEIR’s analysis of economic 
impacts is flawed. The comment does not identify any specific additional significance criteria 
that the commenter believes should have been included in the DEIR’s analysis. Therefore, no 
additional response is required. 

The comment also expresses concern regarding the DEIR’s findings that the “potential for 
agricultural lands to be converted to non-agricultural uses as a result of increased costs from 
Agricultural Order 4.0 is speculative.” Please refer to Responses to Comments BN-149 and BN- 
179 for more specific responses to this comment.  
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The comment expresses concern that the DEIR includes conclusory statements, and lists several 
examples of statements from the DEIR it believes to be conclusory. Each of the examples from 
the DEIR relate to the DEIR’s findings that it would be speculative to determine whether any 
particular grower may make management decisions that would result in agricultural land 
conversions as a result of increased regulatory costs. The DEIR provides substantial evidence 
regarding the anticipated costs of a range of management practices as well as a detailed review 
of anticipated costs for regulatory compliance for growers that would be required to comply 
with DAO 4.0. (DEIR, pp. 3.5-13 to 3.5-30.) In addition, the DEIR depicts agricultural land trends, 
which show that increased regulatory costs from previous CCWB Agricultural Orders have not 
had a direct correlation to agricultural land conversion. (DEIR, p. 3.1-15.) The DEIR cannot, and 
does not, predict which management practices each grower that may be subject to DAO 4.0 may 
choose to implement to achieve compliance goals, nor can the DEIR predict which and how 
many farms may cease operations due to increased regulatory costs. CEQA directs that lead 
agencies may not speculate about potential significant impacts. Please refer to Responses to 
Comments BN-149 and BN-179 regarding CEQA’s prohibition on speculation. 

The comment states that there is a well-established approach to quantify the economic impact 
of DAO 4.0. In response to comments related to the DEIR’s analysis of economic impacts, 
including CEQA Guidelines compliance requirements and the adequacy of the DEIR’s approach 
for impact analysis, please refer to Master Response 2.10.  

The comment also states that the CCWB should consider economics in its adoption of the Order. 
In response to concerns related to potential adverse economic impacts from Agricultural Order 
4.0, refer to Master Response 2.9.  

Response to Comment BN-205 

The comment states that the DEIR cannot use the regulatory costs of Agricultural Order 3.0 as a 
basis for comparison for the Proposed Project. Please refer to responses BN-206 and BN-207 for 
specific responses to the concerns presented in the commenter’s later comments.  

Response to Comment BN-206 

The comment expresses concern that the economic analysis discusses the changes in regulatory 
costs between Agricultural Order 3.0 and the Proposed Project over a five-year period. The 
comment argues that the assessment should consider cumulative regulatory costs. In response 
to concerns related to potential adverse economic impacts from DAO 4.0, refer to Master 
Response 2.9. In response to comments related to the DEIR’s analysis of economic impacts, 
including CEQA Guidelines compliance requirements and the adequacy of the DEIR’s approach 
for impact analysis, please refer to Master Response 2.10. Please also refer to RAO 4.0, 
Attachment A, page 8, paragraph 20, which explains that the five-year project periods for 
estimating costs were necessary to account for the one-time costs and the phasing and 
prioritization approach taken under RAO 4.0. 

Response to Comment BN-207 

The comment states that previously considered costs from prior regulations are not directly 
relevant to an assessment of the Proposed Project’s impacts because the Proposed Project 
includes new requirements. The comment also states that the DEIR’s analysis does not evaluate 
how growers would adjust in response to increased regulatory costs. The comment also 
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expresses concern that the estimated regulatory compliance costs in the DEIR do not include 
other economic impacts of regulatory costs, and that the DEIR’s analysis should have projected 
potential regulatory costs for a period longer than five years. In response to concerns related to 
potential adverse economic impacts from DAO 4.0, refer to Master Response 2.9. In response to 
comments related to the DEIR’s analysis of economic impacts, including CEQA Guidelines 
compliance requirements and the adequacy of the DEIR’s approach for impact analysis, please 
refer to Master Response 2.10. Please also refer to RAO 4.0, Attachment A, page 8, paragraph 
20, which explains the rationale for estimating costs over five-year periods. In general, the DEIR 
sought to define the increment of change in costs of compliance for growers under Agricultural 
Order 4.0 as compared to Agricultural Order 3.0 because CEQA requires that a lead agency 
evaluate potential environmental impacts relative to baseline (i.e., existing conditions).  

Response to Comment BN-208 

The comment states that the costs of nitrogen discharge requirements, compliance with surface 
water discharge limits, and compliance with riparian setback areas are not estimated in the 
DEIR. The DEIR provides substantial evidence regarding the anticipated costs of a range of 
management practices that may be used for compliance with nitrogen discharge and surface 
water discharge requirements. (DEIR, pp. 3.5-13 to 3.5-19.) Please note that the RAO 4.0 does 
not include the riparian and operational setback components. For more information related to 
riparian and operational setbacks, please refer to Master Response 2.8. 

The comment contains a list of factors the commenter believes should have been analyzed in 
the DEIR’s economic analysis. In response to comments related to the DEIR’s analysis of 
economic impacts, including CEQA Guidelines compliance requirements and the adequacy of the 
EIR’s approach for impact analysis, please refer to Master Response 2.10. The comment does 
not present substantial evidence that an examination of these factors would result in the 
determination of a new previously undisclosed significant impact or a substantially worse impact 
than that disclosed in the DEIR. 

Response to Comment BN-209 

The comment states that the Proposed Project would result in impacts to the farming 
environment and the socioeconomic environment. In response to comments related to the 
DEIR’s analysis of economic impacts, including CEQA Guidelines compliance requirements and 
the adequacy of the DEIR’s approach for impact analysis, please refer to Master Response 2.10.  

Response to Comment BN-210 

The comment states that the cumulative impacts of regulatory costs should be considered in the 
DEIR. In response to comments related to the DEIR’s analysis of economic impacts, including 
CEQA Guidelines compliance requirements and the adequacy of the DEIR’s approach for impact 
analysis, please refer to Master Response 2.10. For a discussion of cumulative impacts related to 
economics, see Table 5-3 in the DEIR. For discussion of the Hamilton and McCullough (2018) 
study, please also see Response to Comment BN-112. 

Response to Comment BN-211 

The comment requests that the DEIR be revised to quantify the effects of the Proposed Project 
on land retirement, land use change, and socioeconomic impacts. Please refer to Responses to 
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Comments BN-203 to BN-210 for specific responses to the concerns presented in the 
commenter’s previous comments. 

Response to Comment BN-212 

The comment states that the DEIR does not contain analysis regarding the Proposed Project’s 
inconsistency with adopted county general plans. The comment does not specify which plans 
are in conflict with the Proposed Project. The relevant threshold of significance asks whether the 
Proposed Project would conflict with zoning for agricultural use. The DEIR finds that riparian and 
operational setbacks would result in conflicts with zoning for agricultural use due to the 
potential for conversion of agricultural lands, and finds that impacts would be significant and 
unavoidable. The comment does not specify if the commenter believes that possible conflicts 
with general plans would be caused by the riparian and operational setback requirements, or 
some other aspect of the Proposed Project. Please note that the RAO 4.0 does not include the 
riparian and operational setback components. For more information related to riparian and 
operational setbacks, please refer to Master Response 2.8. 

In addition, the comment states that Appendix B to the DEIR, County General Plan Goals and 
Policies, is incomplete because it does not include all relevant county general plan policies and 
goals related to agricultural resources, land use, conservation, and economics. The comment 
does not specify any specific plan policies or goals that were omitted but that the commenter 
believes should have been included in the DEIR.  

The comment also indicates that the DEIR’s discussion of the potential conflicts between the 
Proposed Project and the Williamson Act is insufficient. However, the comment does not 
describe any aspects of the DEIR’s analysis that may be incomplete.  

The comment further states that the DEIR should contain an analysis of each agricultural related 
plan or policy that conflicts with the Proposed Project. As above, the comment does not specify 
whether the commenter believes conflicts would be caused by the riparian and operational 
setback requirements or another aspect of the Proposed Project.  

The DEIR acknowledges the relevance and applicability of local plans and policies to the actions 
that private landowners within the boundaries governed by those local plans and policies may 
take in response to the DAO 4.0. But those local plans and policies do not supersede, control, or 
limit the scope of the CCWB’s authority under the Porter-Cologne Act and other statewide water 
quality laws and regulations. 

Response to Comment BN-213 

The comment lists a series of county land use policies that prohibit land uses that interfere with 
agriculture or seek to conserve agricultural lands. Please refer to Response to Comment BN-212 
for a more detailed response to this comment. 

Response to Comment BN-214 

The comment expresses concern that the Proposed Project conflicts with county general plans 
and goals. Please refer to Response to Comment BN-212. The comment requests that the DEIR 
be revised to present and analyze all applicable general plan policies and goals. Please refer to 
Response to Comment BN-212 for a more detailed response to this comment. 
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Response to Comment BN-215 

The comment states that the DEIR should have fully analyzed impacts on Land Use and Planning 
and Population and Housing. Please refer to Responses to Comments BN-216 to BN-218 for 
specific responses to the concerns presented in the commenter’s later comments. 

Response to Comment BN-216 

The comment states that the DEIR should have analyzed whether the Proposed Project would 
conflict with any applicable local land use plan, policy, or regulation. The DEIR noted that: 

The potential for Agricultural Order 4.0 to conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan 
or natural community is evaluated in Section 3.3, Biological Resources. Additionally, the 
potential for Agricultural Order 4.0 to conflict with existing zoning for agricultural uses is 
discussed in Section 3.1, Agriculture and Forestry Resources.  

(DEIR, p. 3.0-4.) Please refer to Response to Comment BN-212 for a more detailed response to 
this comment.  

Response to Comment BN-217 

The comment describes CEQA requirements related to the analysis of growth-inducing features 
of a project. The comment is noted.  

The comment states that the Proposed Project may have potential impacts on growth, as it may 
either induce growth by taking land out of production and converting it to urban uses, or may 
reduce growth by creating economic distress due to farms going out of business. CEQA only 
requires lead agencies to consider impacts that may induce growth or remove obstacles to 
growth; it does not require lead agencies to speculate about the complex economic factors that 
may affect any individual landowner to make decisions about whether to continue farming and 
the resulting impacts that may reduce or inhibit growth. (CEQA Guidelines § 15126.2(e).) The 
DEIR found that it would be speculative to determine whether farms may go out of business and 
lead to conversion of agricultural uses to urban uses. Additionally, note that the RAO 4.0 does 
not include the riparian and operational setback requirements. The comment does not provide 
substantial evidence that there would be growth inducing (or growth reducing) impacts as a 
result of the Proposed Project.  

Response to Comment BN-218 

The comment states that the Proposed Project could have a growth reducing impact because a 
reduction in productive acreage would have an impact on towns throughout the region, 
disproportionally impacting disadvantaged members of the community. Please refer to 
Response to Comment BN-217 for a response to this comment.  

Response to Comment BN-219 

The comment requests that the DEIR be revised to analyze the potential impacts of the 
Proposed Project on population and housing, and land use and planning. Please refer to 
Responses BN-216 to BN-218 for specific responses to the concerns presented in the 
commenter’s previous comments.  
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Response to Comment BN-220 

The comment states that the DEIR’s evaluation of mitigation measures is inadequate and that 
certain required mitigation measures are improper. Please refer to Responses to Comments BN-
221 to BN-225 for specific responses to the concerns presented in the commenter’s later 
comments. 

Response to Comment BN-221 

The comment states that some of the mitigation measures in the DEIR are infeasible and exceed 
the CCWB’s authority. The comment does not name the mitigation measures, but appears to 
identify the mitigation measures to which it objects in a citation. The mitigation measures cited 
appear to be: 

• BIO-1: Avoid and Minimize Impacts on Sensitive Biological Resources 

• HAZ-1: Hazardous Materials Spill Prevention, Control, and Counter-Measures for Land 
Disturbance Activities 

• CUL-1: Cultural Resources Inventory, Evaluation of Resources for Significance, and 
Implementation of Avoidance and/or Minimization Measures 

• CUL-3: Comply with State Laws Pertaining to the Discovery of Human Remains 

The comment states that the DEIR is unclear about how these measures would be triggered and 
if the mitigation measures would apply to growers that chose to implement a management 
method for reasons independent of Agricultural Order 4.0.  

The mitigation measures described in the DEIR would apply to actions and practices that are 
implemented to comply with DAO 4.0. In most cases, the mitigation measures described merely 
require compliance with existing state law and permitting requirements. Growers are required 
to comply with the state and federal Endangered Species Acts; nesting bird protections in the 
California Fish and Game Code; the California Native Plant Protection Act; the CDFW Lake and 
Streambed Alteration Program; California Health and Safety Code provisions related to 
hazardous materials and discovery of human remains; California Department of Pesticide 
Regulation requirements; and other local ordinances, regulations, and permitting programs. 
Construction of certain management practices that would involve ground disturbance, such as 
sediment basins or denitrifying bioreactors, often require permits and approvals from state and 
local agencies that would include conditions designed to avoid and minimize impacts on 
sensitive species, prevent hazardous materials spills, and protect cultural and historical 
resources. 

CEQA gives a public agency the authority to require feasible changes in any or all activities 
involved in a project to substantially lessen or avoid significant effects on the environment. 
(CEQA Guidelines § 15041.) Like conclusions regarding significant impacts, findings of 
infeasibility must be supported by substantial evidence. (CEQA Guidelines § 15091(b).) The 
comment does not provide substantial evidence that the mitigation measures in the DEIR would 
be infeasible. Therefore, no further response is needed. 
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Response to Comment BN-222 

The comment expresses concern regarding the CCWB’s authority to impose mitigation measures 
related to the Proposed Project. Please refer to Response to Comment BN-221 for a response to 
this comment.  

The comment states that the analysis of Impact BIO-3 discusses impacts to wetlands but does 
not mention farmlands that are statutorily exempt from regulation under the federal Clean 
Water Act. The comment does not explain the relevance of exemption from the federal Clean 
Water Act to the CCWB’s authority to regulate waste discharges to waters of the State, nor does 
the comment provide substantial evidence that the exemption from the Clean Water Act would 
create a conflict with the mitigation measures in the DEIR, or would make any mitigation 
measures in the DEIR infeasible. Therefore, no further response is needed. 

The comment states that there is no rational nexus between the mitigation measures in the 
DEIR and a legitimate governmental interest. The state and federal governments’ interests in 
protecting water quality, protecting endangered species, preventing environmental 
contamination from hazardous substances, protecting cultural resources, protecting tribal 
cultural resources, and controlling noise impacts are well documented through the statutes and 
regulations governing such resources. Each of the mitigation measures in the DEIR is designed to 
further one of these interests. The comment does not present substantial evidence that any 
specific mitigation measure conflicts with this constitutional requirement. (CEQA Guidelines § 
15126.4(a)(4)(A).) Therefore, no further response is needed. 

The comment also states that the costs of implementing the mitigation measures are not 
roughly proportional to the impacts of the Proposed Project. As noted in comment BN-221, 
growers must already comply with many of the requirements set forth in the mitigation 
measures. The mitigation measures are designed to reduce adverse impacts as described in the 
DEIR. The comment does not introduce any substantial evidence that the mitigation measures 
are not proportional to the Proposed Project impacts. Therefore, no further response is needed. 

The comment requests that the majority of mitigation measures be revised or deleted. Please 
refer to the discussion above.  

Response to Comment BN-223 

The comment states that the DEIR fails to properly identify mitigation measures for significant 
impacts, citing a measure that the CCWB found infeasible for mitigating impacts as a result of 
proposed setback requirements. Please note that RAO 4.0 does not include the riparian and 
operational setback components. For more information related to riparian and operational 
setbacks, please refer to Master Response 2.8.  

Response to Comment BN-224 

The comment states that the Agricultural Organizations reserve the right to raise improper 
analysis and identification of additional mitigation measures in the future. The comment is 
noted but not conceded. CEQA provides that project opponents may not bring an action unless 
the alleged grounds for noncompliance were presented to the public agency orally or in writing 
during the public comment period provided under CEQA or before the close of the public 
hearing on the project. (Pub. Resources Code, §21177(a).)  
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Response to Comment BN-225 

The comment states that it is improper to use a statewide figure to determine “farm real estate 
average value per acre” because the DEIR should have used figures specific to the Central Coast. 
Please refer to Response to Comment BN-223 for a more specific response to this comment.  

Response to Comment BN-226 

The comment requests that the DEIR be revised to include appropriate mitigation measures. 
Please refer to Responses to Comments BN-221 through BN-225 for specific responses to the 
concerns presented in the commenter’s previous comments. 

Response to Comment BN-227 

The comment cites provisions of CEQA regarding the analysis of project alternatives. The 
comment is noted. It does not address substantive contents of the DEIR, and no further 
response is necessary. 

Response to Comment BN-228 

The comment cites provisions of CEQA regarding the analysis of project alternatives. The 
comment is noted. It does not address substantive contents of the DEIR, and no further 
response is necessary. 

Response to Comment BN-229 

The comment states that the DEIR does not produce any alternatives that would feasibly attain 
most of the Proposed Project’s objectives. The DEIR analyzed three alternatives: the No Project 
Alternative, the Ag Organization Alternative, and the Environmental Advocate Alternative. Each 
of these alternatives were screened to determine economic feasibility, environmental feasibility, 
legal feasibility, social feasibility, and technical feasibility. The threshold for retaining an 
alternative for consideration in the DEIR is potential feasibility. (CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(a).) 
In this regard, an alternative does not need to definitely be feasible in order to carry it forward 
for analysis. The approving body (in this case the CCWB) makes the final determination in its 
findings pursuant to CEQA as to whether a given alternative analyzed in the DEIR is actually 
feasible. The DEIR found that each of the three alternatives presented was potentially feasible. 
(See DEIR, pp. 4-4 to 4-7.) 

Response to Comment BN-230 

The comment expresses concern that the Ag Organization Alternative was based on comments 
submitted by a group of agricultural organizations regarding a conceptual draft of Agricultural 
Order 4.0. The comment appears to argue that because the version of the draft order upon 
which the comments were based was not finalized, the Ag Organization Alternative cannot be 
used.  

Once an alternative is selected, CEQA requires that the EIR: 

[i]nclude sufficient information about each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, 
analysis, and comparison with the proposed project. A matrix displaying the major 
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characteristics and significant environmental effects of each alternative may be used to 
summarize the comparison.  

(CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(d).) The DEIR describes the Ag Organization Alternative in 
significant detail, describing the alternative’s approach to regulation of surface water, 
groundwater, sediment and erosion, riparian, education and outreach, and groundwater trend 
monitoring. (DEIR, pp. 4-12 to 4-16.) The DEIR also includes a table, comparing the Proposed 
Project to the Ag Organization Alternative. (DEIR, pp. 4-17 to 4-18.) 

The comment does not identify any specific provisions described in the Ag Organization 
Alternative that would have been different if considered in the context of the version of the 
DAO 4.0 upon which the EIR was based. The comment does not produce substantial evidence 
that the selection or analysis of the Ag Organization Alternative was insufficient.  

Response to Comment BN-231 

The comment states that the conceptual tables on which the Ag Organization Alternative 
comments were based did not contain a monitoring and reporting plan. Please refer to 
Response to Comment BN-230 for a response to this comment.  

Response to Comment BN-232 

The comment cites a provision of the conceptual DAO 4.0 on which the Ag Organization 
Alternative comments were based to indicate that certain details were not included. Please 
refer to Response to Comment BN-230 for a response to this comment. 

Response to Comment BN-233 

The comment states that the DEIR’s selection of alternatives was flawed because it did not 
create alternatives other than those suggested by other parties. CEQA does not require lead 
agencies to develop any particular number of alternatives, nor does it require lead agencies to 
identify alternatives that were not suggested as part of the scoping process. Rather, it suggests 
that lead agencies consider alternatives developed during the scoping process as potential 
alternatives. (CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(c).) CEQA makes clear that “an EIR need not consider 
every conceivable alternative to a project. Rather it must consider a reasonable range of 
potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision making and public 
participation.” (CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(a).) The DEIR presents a range of alternatives, 
including those suggested by agricultural organizations and environmental advocates.  

Response to Comment BN-234 

The comment asserts that the DEIR dismissed the Ag Organization Alternative because it did not 
provide a specific, defined time schedule for compliance and the CCWB did not contact the Ag 
Organizations to define a time schedule (Objective 2). The alternative was not dismissed only 
because of the time schedule, however. The DEIR also found that the Ag Organization 
Alternative would not be as effective at achieving Objectives 1 and 3. The DEIR found: 

 In general, CCWB staff question whether the Ag Organization Alternative would have a 
“high likelihood of success” in reducing discharges from irrigated agriculture such that 
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they are no longer causing or contributing to exceedances of WQOs or impairment of 
beneficial uses. (DEIR, pp. 4-18 to 4-19.) 

 [The Ag Organization Alternative] would use an iterative management practice 
implementation and assessment approach that is similar to the approach that was 
previously rejected by the court. (DEIR, p. 4-20.) 

 CCWB staff also question whether the Ag Organization Alternative would have a high 
likelihood of success in terms of achieving the needed pollutant discharge reductions. 
(DEIR, p. 4-20.) 

 At the least, CCWB staff believe that the Proposed Project would have a greater 
probability of success in achieving nitrogen discharge reductions (based on the numeric 
discharge and application limits and defined time schedules), which, over time, would 
be more likely to improve existing water quality impairments for drinking water and 
avoid future increasing impacts, thus furthering water quality and social policy goals. 
(DEIR, p. 4-20.) 

 All of this is in the context of existing conditions of streams and waterbodies in 
agricultural areas of the central coast region being unacceptable to the CCWB in terms 
of not currently achieving water quality objectives and protecting beneficial uses in 
many waterbodies in the central coast region. (DEIR, p. 4-21.) 

Most importantly, the DEIR did not find the Ag Organization Alternative inadequate and carried 
it forward for full analysis. Based on all of the relevant considerations, the DEIR found that the 
Ag Organization Alternative would be less effective in accomplishing the water quality goals of 
the CCWB, while minimizing environmental impacts to the extent possible, as compared to the 
Proposed Project. Since publication of the DEIR, the CCWB has made changes to the Proposed 
Project (see RAO 4.0), including incorporating many of the suggestions of the agricultural 
community.  

Response to Comment BN-235 

The comment expresses concern that the DEIR dismissed the Ag Organization Alternative 
because it did not provide specific metrics and education programs and the CCWB did not 
contact the Ag Organizations to develop these items. Please refer to Response to Comment BN-
234 for a response to this comment.  

Response to Comment BN-236 

The comment expresses concern that the CCWB continued developing its DAO 4.0 following its 
solicitation of public comment, but did not allow additional written comments or submission of 
alternatives following the Ag Organizations’ January 21, 2019 submission. The CCWB has offered 
multiple opportunities for public input and comment, including all public comment and review 
periods required by CEQA. Please refer to Response to Comment BN-186 for a discussion of 
public input and comment.  
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Response to Comment BN-237 

The comment expresses concern that the alternatives analysis in the DEIR was improper 
because the CCWB did not identify potentially significant impacts of the Proposed Project prior 
to the Ag Organizations’ and the Environmental Advocates’ opportunity to propose alternatives 
as part of the scoping process. “The purpose of an environmental impact report is to identify the 
significant effects on the environment of a project, to identify alternatives to the project, and to 
indicate the manner in which those significant effects can be mitigated or avoided.” (13 Pub. 
Res. Code § 21002.1(a), emphasis added.) The CCWB could not have identified every potentially 
significant impact of the Proposed Project for the benefit of the Ag Organizations or the 
Environmental Advocates prior to the preparation and circulation of the DEIR. The DEIR was 
prepared for the purpose of identifying significant impacts, identifying potential alternatives, 
and indicating the manner in which significant impacts may be mitigated or avoided.  

In addition, the CCWB prepared an Initial Study for the Proposed Project, which was published 
on February 16, 2018. (CCWB 2018.) While the Initial Study did not contain a complete analysis 
of potentially significant impacts that may result from the Proposed Project, it did identify 
potentially significant impacts in biological resources, agriculture and forestry resources, and 
mandatory findings of significance. Because the Initial Study found these potentially significant 
impacts, the CCWB made a decision to prepare an EIR to study all potentially significant impacts 
of the Proposed Project. 

In addition, the comment states that the DEIR did not evaluate whether the alternatives were 
evaluated to reduce any significant impact to the maximum extent feasible. CEQA requires that 
the EIR “include sufficient information about each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, 
analysis, and comparison with the proposed project.” (CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(d).) For each 
alternative, the DEIR’s alternatives analysis provides a detailed description of the alternative, 
conducts a screening analysis for consistency with project objectives and feasibility, and the 
potential to eliminate one or more significant environmental impacts. Then, it conducts an 
impacts analysis for each resource topic that is evaluated in the EIR to determine how the 
alternative would compare to the Proposed Project in contributing to or reducing potentially 
significant impacts. (DEIR Chapter 4, Alternatives Analysis.) The DEIR’s alternatives analysis 
complies with CEQA by providing an analysis of the potentially significant impacts that may 
result from each alternative. 

Response to Comment BN-238 

The comment expresses concern that the DEIR did not include a reasonable range of 
alternatives. Please refer to Reponses to Comments BN-233 to BN-237 for specific responses to 
the concerns presented in the commenter’s previous comments.  

Response to Comment BN-239 

The comment cites provisions of CEQA regarding the analysis of cumulative impacts. The 
comment is noted.  

In addition, the comment expresses concern that the DEIR does not analyze the cumulative 
impacts of the loss of agricultural lands statewide. CEQA does not necessarily require that a 
cumulative impacts analysis examine cumulative impacts of a project on a statewide basis. The 
CEQA Guidelines state that “[l]ead agencies should define the geographic scope of the area 
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affected by the cumulative effect and provide a reasonable explanation for the geographic 
limitation used.” (CEQA Guidelines § 15130(b)(3).) The DEIR explains that because the scope of 
DAO 4.0 activities would be limited to small geographic areas on irrigated agricultural land, the 
overall geographic scope consists of the agricultural lands within the CCWB’s jurisdiction. (DEIR, 
p. 5-10.) The geographic scope of the cumulative impacts analysis includes irrigated agricultural 
land in the following counties: San Mateo, Santa Clara, Santa Cruz, San Benito, Monterey, San 
Luis Obispo, Santa Barbara, Ventura, and Kern. (DEIR, p. 5-10.) The DEIR describes related 
projects within that geographic scope and provides an analysis of possible cumulative impacts. 
(DEIR, pp. 5-3 to 5-14.) 

Response to Comment BN-240 

The comment expresses concern that the DEIR does not identify all projects or programs 
adequately similar in nature, location, and type to result in a meaningful comparative analysis. 
The comment cites several agricultural and environmental regulations as examples of programs 
that should be included in the cumulative impact analysis. However, CEQA requires only an 
analysis of past, present, and future “projects” that would result in physical changes in the 
environment (e.g., new activity or recent past activity). Under CEQA, existing or potentially 
applicable regulations would not constitute a “project.” Rather, the laws and regulations cited in 
the comment generally restrict or govern how existing and proposed projects operate or are 
constructed. Additionally, applicable related projects are noted in Table 5-1 of the DEIR (DEIR, p. 
5-3). 

In addition, the comment states that the DEIR should discuss reasonably anticipated future 
projects as part of its cumulative impact analysis. The comment does not identify any specific 
future projects that should be considered as part of the cumulative impact analysis. 

Response to Comment BN-241 

The comment expresses concern that the DEIR does not consider the cumulative effects of the 
Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA). Please refer to Response to Comment BN-
240 for a response to this comment. 

Response to Comment BN-242 

The comment states that the DEIR should discuss reasonably anticipated future projects as part 
of its cumulative impact analysis. Please refer to Response to Comment BN-240 for a response 
to this comment. 

Response to Comment BN-243 

The comment states that the CCWB has participated in aspects of SGMA implementation and 
should have considered the impacts of SGMA in its cumulative analysis. Please see Response to 
Comment BN-240 for a response to this comment. 

Response to Comment BN-244 

The comment expresses concern that the DEIR should have considered social and economic 
impacts in its cumulative impact analysis. As support for the comment, the commenter quotes 
text from an outdated version of the CEQA Guidelines (discussion following Cal. Code Regs., tit. 
14, § 15382) that does not appear in the regulations in their current form. Moreover, no part of 
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Public Resources Code Section 21083 mandates that an agency must treat all economic and 
social effects as significant adverse effects on people under CEQA. CEQA Guidelines section 
15382 states that an “economic or social change by itself shall not be considered a significant 
effect on the environment. A social or economic change related to a physical change may be 
considered in determining whether the physical change is significant.” CEQA Guidelines 15131 
states that “economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on 
the environment.” The comment does not provide substantial evidence that such analysis would 
produce a physical change in the environment beyond the impacts already identified and 
disclosed in the DEIR and thus that the DEIR would find new previously undisclosed significant 
impacts or substantially worse impacts. Please refer to Master Response 2.10. 

The comment requests that the DEIR be revised to evaluate the social and economic impacts 
from the Proposed Project. See discussion above.  

Response to Comment BN-245 

The comment generally alleges that the DEIR does not include important information and 
requests that the DEIR be revised and recirculated. Please see Responses to Comments BN-83 to 
BN-244 for specific responses to the concerns presented in the commenter’s previous 
comments.  

Response to Comment BN-246 

The comment cites provisions of CEQA regarding significant new information. The comment is 
noted. It does not address substantive contents of the DEIR, and no further response is 
necessary. 

Response to Comment BN-247 

The comment cites some of the purposes of CEQA. The comment is noted. It does not address 
substantive contents of the DEIR, and no further response is necessary. 

Response to Comment BN-248 

The comment generally alleges that the DEIR violates CEQA and requests that the DEIR be 
revised and recirculated. Please see Responses to Comments BN-83 to BN-244 for specific 
responses to the concerns presented in the commenter’s previous comments.  

Response to Comment BN-249 

The CCWB acknowledges the commenter’s input and concerns. 

Response to Comment BN-250 

Comment noted. 

Response to Comment BN-251 

Comment noted. 
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Response to Comment BN-252 

This comment is summarized and responded to in Master Response 2.2.4. 

Response to Comment BN-253 

The CCWB acknowledges the commenter’s input. 

Response to Comment BN-254 

The comment states that revisions to Part 2, Section C.1 are necessary for the Order to properly 
reflect the State Water Board’s precedential provisions in the ESJ Order. The commenter 
requests that the Order allow a third-party group to submit INMP and INMP Summary Report 
templates to the Executive Officer for approval. The commenter also proposes that instead of 
nitrogen application and discharge limits, that the Order establish ranges of targets for 
identifying outliers, after sound crop conversion coefficients, which are not yet available for 
many Central Coast crops, are developed. 

In response to comments, a third-party alternative compliance pathway for groundwater 
protection and trend monitoring has been added to a revised Part 2, Section C.2 of the 
Agricultural Order 4.0. The ESJ Order allows a third-party group to propose INMP and INMP 
Summary Report templates to the regional board for approval, but this is not a precedential 
requirement and the CCWB does not use that approach in this Order. The CCWB requires that all 
Dischargers report INMP information using the same INMP Summary Report template so that 
reporting is consistent. Consistent reporting of individual discharger and third-party program 
discharger data (e.g., total nitrogen applied and total nitrogen removed) is necessary to 
determine individual progress towards compliance with fertilizer application targets/limits and 
nitrogen discharge targets/limits. Since 2014, Dischargers have reported total nitrogen applied 
(TNA) information by using a TNA Report template provided by the CCWB. This TNA Report has 
been available in GeoTracker since 2019 for Dischargers report their TNA information 
electronically. This electronic reporting capability is a time and resource savings for Dischargers 
and staff. Staff will expand the TNA Report to include sections for total nitrogen removed 
information after the Order is adopted. 

Participants in the third-party alternative compliance pathway for groundwater protection and 
trend monitoring are not subject to fertilizer nitrogen application limits or nitrogen discharge 
limits. Participants are subject to targets and are generally provided more time to achieve 
fertilizer nitrogen application targets and nitrogen discharge targets, relative to non-
participating dischargers. The CCWB is appropriately developing and using crop coefficients for 
conversion of yield to nitrogen removed values. Under the ESJ Order, the timeline for 
developing the coefficients is discretionary, and Agricultural Order 4.0 allows Dischargers to 
select from a list of approved conversion coefficients developed by the CCWB or to determine 
the Dischargers’ own operation-specific coefficients. 

Response to Comment BN-255 through BN-258 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-254. 

Response to Comment BN-259 

This comment is summarized and responded to in Master Response 2.1.8. 
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Response to Comment BN-260 through BN-261 

This comment is summarized and responded to in Master Response 2.3.1. 

Response to Comment BN-262 

The comment states that the Order’s nitrogen discharge targets and limits are inconsistent with 
the ESJ Order’s requirements related to Groundwater Protection Formula, Values and Targets. 
The comment also states that the Order should allow Dischargers the option of developing their 
own Groundwater Protection Formula, Values and Targets cooperatively through an approved 
third party. 

RAO 4.0 was revised in response to this comment and other comments proposing an alternative 
to nitrogen discharge targets and limits. Specifically, RAO 4.0, incorporates a Third-Party 
Alternative Compliance Pathway for Groundwater Protection that requires the development of 
Groundwater Protection Formulas, Values, and Targets, consistent with the direction in the 
State Water Board’s ESJ Order.  Dischargers participating in the Third-Party Alternative will be 
subject to the Groundwater Protection Targets and not the nitrogen discharge limits once the 
Groundwater Protection Targets have been established. 

For individual dischargers who opt not to participate in the Third-Party Alternative, RAO 4.0 
continues to require compliance with nitrogen discharge targets and limits. While the State 
Water Board’s ESJ Order contemplated that a Groundwater Protection Target would be applied 
in aggregate at a township level, it stated that the regional water boards could apply a “similar 
methodology,” designed to determine targets for nitrogen loading within high priority 
townships or other geographic areas. Setting A-R values as Groundwater Protection Targets at 
the ranch level for individual dischargers not participating in the Third-Party Alternative 
constitutes an equally effective approach to achieving the purpose of targets, i.e., facilitating 
dischargers to collectively achieve compliance with the drinking water standard in their 
groundwater basin or sub-basin area.  Moreover, it constitutes a practical approach that ensures 
that an individual ranch is not contributing to an exceedance of a Groundwater Protection 
Target applicable to a geographic area, without requiring significant regional board staff time to 
adjust and interpret collective targets in these areas if some ranches have opted not to 
participate in the Third-Party Alternative.   

See also RAO 4.0, Attachment A, Findings, at pages 68 and 69, paragraph 208. In addition, this 
comment is summarized and responded to in Master Response 2.3.3. 

Response to Comment BN-263 

This comment is summarized and responded to in Master Response 2.1.8. 

Response to Comment BN-264 

Comment noted. 

Response to Comment BN-265 

This comment is summarized and responded to in Master Response 2.2.3. 
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Response to Comment BN-266 

The comment requests deletion of the reference to “discharge volumes” in paragraph 28 of the 
commenter’s redline/strikeout version of the Draft Order because the recording of “discharge 
volumes” is inconsistent with the ESJ Order and is also a difficult to quantify. The requirement to 
report the irrigation water discharge volume in the INMP Summary Report is not inconsistent 
with the ESJ Order, which is silent on this issue. Moreover, although the Central Valley Water 
Board permit as amended by the State Board does not include discharge volumes on its list of 
information that Dischargers must record in the INMP or INMP Summary Report, the lack of 
reference to the specific information does not make the omission precedential. The discharge 
volume information requested in this Order is similar to an existing requirement in the Annual 
Compliance Form to estimate the total number of days per year when tile drain water leaves the 
ranch/farm at any location. Attachment A, Findings, at page 13, paragraph 37 discusses the 
INMP Summary Report and explain that the amount of irrigation water discharged to surface 
water and groundwater will be calculated based on the information that Dischargers input into 
the INMP Summary report form (irrigation water applied minus evapotranspiration). No changes 
are made to the Order. The MRP, Attachment C at page 12, paragraph 17.b.i., is revised to read: 

b. Irrigation discharge to surface water.  

i. Dischargers must estimate and report the volume of water discharged through surface 
outflows, including tile drains. 

Response to Comment BN-267 

This comment is summarized and responded to in Master Response 2.4.4. 

Response to Comment BN-268 

Comment noted. 

Response to Comment BN-269 

The comment states that ranch-level groundwater discharge monitoring and reporting is 
inconsistent with the ESJ Order, that there is little value or benefit in ranch-level monitoring of 
groundwater discharges, and it is unknown how a discharger would accomplish this task as 
proposed. The comment also states that monitoring associated with pesticides is inconsistent 
with the ESJ Order. Also, the Department of Pesticide Regulation has a fairly robust groundwater 
monitoring program and it is not necessary to require it here. 

In response to this comment and related comments, the ranch-level groundwater discharge 
monitoring and reporting requirements of the DAO 4.0 were significantly revised in RAO 4.0. 
Specifically, and as discussed in Master Response 2.4.2, the revisions clarify that the Executive 
Officer may require ranch-level groundwater monitoring as a consequence of “significant and 
repeated” exceedances of the nitrogen discharge targets or limits. Further, the revisions provide 
that the Central Coast Water Board staff will inform the Discharger and/or the third party 
representing the Discharger 90 days before the Executive Officer intends to require ranch-level 
discharge monitoring. The revisions specifically state that “the purpose of this advance notice is 
to provide flexibility to Dischargers in the event that circumstances beyond their control have 
adversely impacted the ability to achieve discharge targets/limits by prescribed timeframes.” 
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With these revisions, imposition of ranch-level groundwater discharge monitoring and reporting 
requirements are reserved for situations where a discharger repeatedly and significantly 
exceeds applicable targets and limits, and exceedances are due to circumstances under the 
Discharger’s control.  The imposed ranch-level groundwater monitoring and reporting 
requirements will allow the Central Coast Water Board to determine the potential water quality 
impact of the violations on the groundwater underlying the facility and formulate an 
appropriate remedy to address the ranch’s contribution to exceedances. There are existing 
technologies, such as soil profile analysis, use of lysimeters, or the sampling of shallow 
groundwater, that can yield data responsive to the discharge of waste from a ranch.   

The requirement for ranch-level groundwater discharge monitoring and reporting is not 
inconsistent with the direction in the ESJ Order. The ESJ Order acknowledges that tools such as 
soil profile analysis and monitoring first-encountered groundwater may be costly and are useful 
only in a limited set of circumstances.  The ESJ Order finds that the multiyear A/R and A-R data 
provides a more reliable and appropriate metric for determining a ranch’s progress toward 
reducing the potential for nitrogen loss to groundwater.  RAO 4.0 accordingly limits the 
imposition of ranch-level groundwater discharge monitoring only to circumstances where the 
Board cannot rely on nitrogen discharge targets and limits to evaluate the potential impact of 
the ranch’s discharges on groundwater quality because the discharger is significantly and 
repeatedly exceeding such targets and limits.    

The ranch-level groundwater discharge monitoring and reporting in RAO 4.0 is specific to 
nitrogen.  Commenters’ assertion with regard to ranch-level groundwater discharge monitoring 
and reporting for pesticides is not relevant to the revised requirement.  

See also Master Responses 2.3.9; 2.4.2; 2.5.3; 2.5.5; 2.5.11; 2.6.6; and 2.7.3. 

Response to Comment BN-270 

Comment noted. 

Response to Comment BN-271 through BN-282 

This comment is summarized and responded to in Master Response 2.4.1. 

Response to Comment BN-283 through BN-285 

This comment is responded to in Master Response 2.8.8. 

Response to Comment BN-286 

This comment is summarized and responded to in Master Response 2.4.1. 

Response to Comment BN-287 

This comment is summarized and responded to in Master Response 2.9.4. 

Response to Comment BN-288 

The comment summarizes the purpose of the Technical Memorandum prepared by ERA 
Economics, which is included as Comments BN-288 through BN-367. The comment is noted. It 
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does not address environmental issues evaluated in the DEIR, and no further response is 
necessary. 

Response to Comment BN-289 

The comment expresses concern that the DEIR’s economic analysis did not quantify certain 
economic impacts of the Proposed Project. In response to concerns related to potential adverse 
economic impacts from Agricultural Order 4.0, refer to Master Response 2.9. In response to 
comments related to the DEIR’s analysis of economic impacts, including CEQA Guidelines 
compliance requirements and the adequacy of the EIR’s approach for impact analysis, please 
refer to Master Response 2.10. 

Response to Comment BN-290 

The comment expresses concern that the environmental setting in the DEIR is not accurate 
because it does not discuss “economic factors that affect planting decisions, land retirement, 
and jobs, and income opportunities for communities in the region, especially disadvantaged 
communities.” In response to concerns related to potential adverse economic impacts from 
Agricultural Order 4.0, refer to Master Response 2.9. In response to comments related to the 
DEIR’s analysis of economic impacts, including CEQA Guidelines compliance requirements and 
the adequacy of the DEIR’s approach for impact analysis, please refer to Master Response 2.10. 

Response to Comment BN-291 

The comment expresses concern that the costs of implementing the Proposed Project are not 
adequately assessed. In particular, the comment states that costs associated with riparian and 
operational setbacks can be quantified more accurately. The comment concludes that the DEIR 
does not adequately analyze impacts on employment and income, especially in disadvantaged 
communities. Please note that the RAO 4.0 does not include the riparian and operational 
setback components. For more information related to riparian and operational setbacks, please 
refer to Master Response 2.8. In response to comments related to the DEIR’s analysis of 
economic impacts, including CEQA Guidelines compliance requirements and the adequacy of the 
DEIR’s approach for impact analysis, please refer to Master Response 2.10. 

Response to Comment BN-292 

The comment expresses concern that the DEIR does not evaluate the economic impacts of the 
Proposed Project on jobs, land use, and agricultural resources. In response to comments related 
to the DEIR’s analysis of economic impacts, including CEQA Guidelines compliance requirements 
and the adequacy of the DEIR’s approach for impact analysis, please refer to Master Response 
2.10. 

Response to Comment BN-293 

The comment expresses an opinion that the economic impacts of the Proposed Project will lead 
to other significant impacts. In response to comments related to the DEIR’s analysis of economic 
impacts, including CEQA Guidelines compliance requirements and the adequacy of the DEIR’s 
approach for impact analysis, please refer to Master Response 2.10. 
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Response to Comment BN-294 

The comment expresses concern that the DEIR does not estimate costs of nitrogen discharge 
requirements, compliance with surface water discharge limits, or riparian and operational 
setback areas. Please note that the RAO 4.0 does not include the riparian and operational 
setback components. For more information related to riparian and operational setbacks, please 
refer to Master Response 2.8. In response to comments related to the DEIR’s analysis of 
economic impacts, including CEQA Guidelines compliance requirements and the adequacy of the 
DEIR’s approach for impact analysis, please refer to Master Response 2.10. Please also see 
Master Response 2.9.1. 

Response to Comment BN-295 

The comment expresses concern that the economic analysis in the DEIR does not provide an 
analysis of changes in agricultural land use, socioeconomic effects, and potential impacts to 
linked industries and local communities. In response to comments related to the DEIR’s analysis 
of economic impacts, including CEQA Guidelines compliance requirements and the adequacy of 
the DEIR’s approach for impact analysis, please refer to Master Response 2.10. 

Response to Comment BN-296 

The comment expresses concern that the DEIR’s economic analysis provides a crop production 
budget for only one example crop. In response to comments related to the DEIR’s analysis of 
economic impacts, including CEQA Guidelines compliance requirements and the adequacy of the 
DEIR’s approach for impact analysis, please refer to Master Response 2.10. 

Response to Comment BN-297 

The comment expresses an opinion that the DEIR should include an economic analysis that 
accounts for risk in addition to static operating costs and evaluates the effects of 
implementation costs on aggregate industry supply. In response to comments related to the 
DEIR’s analysis of economic impacts, including CEQA Guidelines compliance requirements and 
the adequacy of the DEIR’s approach for impact analysis, please refer to Master Response 2.10. 

Response to Comment BN-298 

The comment states that the CCWB and the DEIR should use a calibrated economic model of 
Central Valley agriculture plus a linked input-output model to calculate the direct, indirect, and 
induced regulatory costs in the economic analyses of Agricultural Order 4.0. In response to 
concerns related to potential adverse economic impacts from Agricultural Order 4.0, refer to 
Master Response 2.9. In response to comments related to the DEIR’s analysis of economic 
impacts, including CEQA Guidelines compliance requirements and the adequacy of the DEIR’s 
approach for impact analysis, please refer to Master Response 2.10. 

Response to Comment BN-299 

The comment expresses concern that the DEIR did not examine whether economic impacts from 
the Proposed Project will have a disproportionate impact on jobs performed by people that 
reside in economically disadvantaged communities. In response to comments related to the 
DEIR’s analysis of economic impacts, including CEQA Guidelines compliance requirements and 
the adequacy of the DEIR’s approach for impact analysis, please refer to Master Response 2.10. 
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Response to Comment BN-300 

The comment states that economic impacts caused by changes in crop mix will have a 
disproportionate impact on jobs performed by people that reside in economically disadvantaged 
communities. In response to concerns related to potential adverse economic impacts from 
Agricultural Order 4.0, refer to Master Response 2.9. In response to comments related to the 
DEIR’s analysis of economic impacts, including CEQA Guidelines compliance requirements and 
the adequacy of the DEIR’s approach for impact analysis, please refer to Master Response 2.10. 

Response to Comment BN-301 

The comment states that effects of the Proposed Project on jobs can be calculated using 
standard economic models. In response to concerns related to potential adverse economic 
impacts from Agricultural Order 4.0, refer to Master Response 2.9. In response to comments 
related to the DEIR’s analysis of economic impacts, including CEQA Guidelines compliance 
requirements and the adequacy of the DEIR’s approach for impact analysis, please refer to 
Master Response 2.10.   

Response to Comment BN-302 

This comment is summarized and responded to in the following Master Responses: 2.9.1 and 
2.9.2. 

Response to Comment BN-303 

This comment is summarized and responded to in Master Response 2.9.1. Also see DEIR 
Attachment A, Findings, at page 9, paragraph 25. 

Response to Comment BN-304 

The comment expresses concern that the estimate of opportunity cost of management time in 
Appendix A and the DEIR is too low. In response to concerns related to potential adverse 
economic impacts from Agricultural Order 4.0, refer to Master Response 2.9. In response to 
comments related to the DEIR’s analysis of economic impacts, including CEQA Guidelines 
compliance requirements and the adequacy of the DEIR’s approach for impact analysis, please 
refer to Master Response 2.10. 

Response to Comment BN-305 

The comment states that the Central Valley Water Board (CVWB) developed an economic 
impact analysis for the Central Valley that was available to the CCWB. This comment is 
summarized and responded to in Master Response 2.9.1. 

Response to Comment BN-306 

The comment describes the economic impact analysis that was created by the CVWB. This 
comment is summarized and responded to in Master Response 2.9.1. 

Response to Comment BN-307 

The comment states that the CVWB analysis shows that there are methods available for 
quantifying economic impacts. In response to concerns related to potential adverse economic 
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impacts from Agricultural Order 4.0, refer to Master Response 2.9. In response to comments 
related to the DEIR’s analysis of economic impacts, including CEQA Guidelines compliance 
requirements and the adequacy of the DEIR’s approach for impact analysis, please refer to 
Master Response 2.10. 

Response to Comment BN-308 

The comment states that the implementation costs in the economic analysis were not 
incorporated into a meaningful analysis. In response to concerns related to potential adverse 
economic impacts from Agricultural Order 4.0, refer to Master Response 2.9. In response to 
comments related to the DEIR’s analysis of economic impacts, including CEQA Guidelines 
compliance requirements and the adequacy of the DEIR’s approach for impact analysis, please 
refer to Master Response 2.10.   

Response to Comment BN-309 

The comment describes the economic impact analysis that was created by the CVWB. This 
comment is summarized and responded to in Master Response 2.9.1. 

Response to Comment BN-310 

The comment states that there is a well-established approach to quantify the economic impact 
of the Proposed Project. In response to concerns related to potential adverse economic impacts 
from Agricultural Order 4.0, refer to Master Response 2.9. In response to comments related to 
the DEIR’s analysis of economic impacts, including CEQA Guidelines compliance requirements 
and the adequacy of the DEIR’s approach for impact analysis, please refer to Master Response 
2.10.   

Response to Comment BN-311 

The comment quotes a statement from the DEIR. The comment is noted. It does not address 
environmental issues evaluated in the DEIR, and no further response is necessary. 

Response to Comment BN-312 

The comment states that the purpose of an economic impact analysis is to establish likely 
impacts, disclose impacts, and inform development of regulations based on those impacts. In 
addition, the comment states that the California Water Code mandates that the CCWB consider 
economics in adopting the Order. The comment is noted. It does not address environmental 
issues evaluated in the DEIR, and no further response is necessary. 

Response to Comment BN-313 

The comment provides a link to the draft economic impact analysis that was created by the 
CVWB. The comment is noted. It does not address environmental issues evaluated in the DEIR, 
and no further response is necessary. 

Response to Comment BN-314 

The comment states that the economic analysis should consider whether nitrogen discharge 
limits make it infeasible to rotate multiple crops per year. In response to concerns related to 
potential adverse economic impacts from Agricultural Order 4.0, refer to Master Response 2.9. 
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In response to comments related to the DEIR’s analysis of economic impacts, including CEQA 
Guidelines compliance requirements and the adequacy of the DEIR’s approach for impact 
analysis, please refer to Master Response 2.10. 

Response to Comment BN-315 

The comment states that cost increases affect supply for agricultural products on the Central 
Cost, which can impact profitability, land use, and employment. In addition, the comment stats 
that the economic analysis should evaluate effects on farming risk and competitiveness of 
Central Coast industries. In response to concerns related to potential adverse economic impacts 
from Agricultural Order 4.0, refer to Master Response 2.9. In response to comments related to 
the DEIR’s analysis of economic impacts, including CEQA Guidelines compliance requirements 
and the adequacy of the DEIR’s approach for impact analysis, please refer to Master Response 
2.10.    

Response to Comment BN-316 

The comment disagrees with the conclusion in the DEIR that the effects of implementation costs 
are speculative. The comment cites agencies that have prepared economic frameworks. In 
response to concerns related to potential adverse economic impacts from Agricultural Order 
4.0, refer to Master Response 2.9. In response to comments related to the DEIR’s analysis of 
economic impacts, including CEQA Guidelines compliance requirements and the adequacy of the 
DEIR’s approach for impact analysis, please refer to Master Response 2.10. 

Response to Comment BN-317 

The comment states that a standard economic impact analysis approach can be developed to 
address issues raised in the comment letter. In response to concerns related to potential 
adverse economic impacts from Agricultural Order 4.0, refer to Master Response 2.9. In 
response to comments related to the DEIR’s analysis of economic impacts, including CEQA 
Guidelines compliance requirements and the adequacy of the DEIR’s approach for impact 
analysis, please refer to Master Response 2.10.  

Response to Comment BN-318 

The comment outlines a standard impact analysis that the commenter requests be used by the 
CCWB and the DEIR. In response to concerns related to potential adverse economic impacts 
from Agricultural Order 4.0, refer to Master Response 2.9. In response to comments related to 
the DEIR’s analysis of economic impacts, including CEQA Guidelines compliance requirements 
and the adequacy of the DEIR’s approach for impact analysis, please refer to Master Response 
2.10.   

Response to Comment BN-319 

The comment states that the economic impacts of the Proposed Project are likely to result in 
policy implications. In response to concerns related to potential adverse economic impacts from 
Agricultural Order 4.0, refer to Master Response 2.9. In response to comments related to the 
DEIR’s analysis of economic impacts, including CEQA Guidelines compliance requirements and 
the adequacy of the DEIR’s approach for impact analysis, please refer to Master Response 2.10.   
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Response to Comment BN-320 

The comment states that regulatory costs can impact the competitiveness of the California 
agriculture industry. In response to concerns related to potential adverse economic impacts 
from Agricultural Order 4.0, refer to Master Response 2.9. In response to comments related to 
the DEIR’s analysis of economic impacts, including CEQA Guidelines compliance requirements 
and the adequacy of the DEIR’s approach for impact analysis, please refer to Master Response 
2.10.   

Response to Comment BN-321 

The comment states that impacts disproportionately fall on disadvantaged communities. In 
response to concerns related to potential adverse economic impacts from Agricultural Order 
4.0, refer to Master Response 2.9. In response to comments related to the DEIR’s analysis of 
economic impacts, including CEQA Guidelines compliance requirements and the adequacy of the 
DEIR’s approach for impact analysis, please refer to Master Response 2.10.   

Response to Comment BN-322 

The comment states that the economic impacts analysis should consider cumulative regulatory 
costs. In response to concerns related to potential adverse economic impacts from Agricultural 
Order 4.0, refer to Master Response 2.9. In response to comments related to the DEIR’s analysis 
of economic impacts, including CEQA Guidelines compliance requirements and the adequacy of 
the DEIR’s approach for impact analysis, please refer to Master Response 2.10. 

Response to Comment BN-323 

The comment describes requirements in the Proposed Project and states that the economic 
impacts of the costs of the requirements were not quantified in the DEIR. In response to 
concerns related to potential adverse economic impacts from Agricultural Order 4.0, refer to 
Master Response 2.9. In response to comments related to the DEIR’s analysis of economic 
impacts, including CEQA Guidelines compliance requirements and the adequacy of the DEIR’s 
approach for impact analysis, please refer to Master Response 2.10.   

Response to Comment BN-324 

The comment states that the DEIR des not develop an economic analysis to evaluate how 
Central Coast agriculture would respond to the costs imposed by the Proposed Project, and 
associated potential land use and job impacts. The comment also suggests an environmental 
justice impact be included in the DEIR. In response to concerns related to potential adverse 
economic impacts from Agricultural Order 4.0, refer to Master Response 2.9. In response to 
comments related to the DEIR’s analysis of economic impacts, including CEQA Guidelines 
compliance requirements and the adequacy of the DEIR’s approach for impact analysis, please 
refer to Master Response 2.10. In response to concerns related to environmental justice and 
impacts on disadvantaged farmers, refer to Master Response 2.1.13.   

Response to Comment BN-325 

The comment states that the DEIR’s trend analysis of changes in agricultural lands as a result of 
prior agricultural orders is inadequate because the Proposed Project is different from previous 
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orders. The comment does not provide substantial evidence that the differences between the 
Proposed Project and previous agricultural orders would result in a new significant impact.   

Response to Comment BN-326 

The comment expresses concern that the DEIR found that the costs of management practices 
under Agricultural Order 4.0 were speculative. The comment states that there are methods 
available to quantify economic impacts. In response to concerns related to potential adverse 
economic impacts from Agricultural Order 4.0, refer to Master Response 2.9. In response to 
comments related to the DEIR’s analysis of economic impacts, including CEQA Guidelines 
compliance requirements and the adequacy of the DEIR’s approach for impact analysis, please 
refer to Master Response 2.10. 

Response to Comment BN-327 

The comment states that the DEIR’s finding of less-than-significant impacts related to land 
conversion is not supported by the DEIR’s analysis. In response to comments related to the 
DEIR’s analysis of economic impacts, including CEQA Guidelines compliance requirements and 
the adequacy of the DEIR’s approach for impact analysis, please refer to Master Response 2.10. 

Response to Comment BN-328 

The comment provides references for Comment BN-325. The comment is noted. It does not 
address environmental issues evaluated in the DEIR, and no further response is necessary. 

Response to Comment BN-329 

The comment states that the DEIR fails to describe the environmental setting for its economic 
analysis and did not adequately analyze the significance criteria in DEIR Section 3.5, Economics. 
Please refer to Responses to Comments BN-330 to BN-350. 

Response to Comment BN-330 

The comment states that the environmental setting in the DEIR is partially based on old data 
and does not describe features of Central Coast agriculture that are relevant for assessing 
economic impacts. Please refer to Response to Comment BN-331. 

Response to Comment BN-331 

The comment provides data indicating that that the gross value of fruit and vegetable 
production has increased since the 2009 study that was referenced in the DEIR. The comment 
does not provide substantial evidence that the difference in overall crop value in Monterey, 
Santa Barbara, and Santa Cruz counties would lead to a finding of a new significant impact. 

Response to Comment BN-332 

The comment states that the DEIR’s use of a single crop to illustrate production costs is 
misleading. Please refer to Responses to Comments BN-333 to BN-337. 
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Response to Comment BN-333 

The comment states that the example used in the DEIR, romaine hearts, is not representative of 
the mix of crops produced on the Central Coast. The DEIR does not state or imply that the costs 
and returns for other crops would mirror the data produced in the DEIR. The DEIR states that 
the analysis of romaine crops is “not necessarily representative of the costs of production for all 
commodities/crops,” rather it is provided to “provide a sense of the costs that growers in the 
central coast region must bear and the returns that may be expected, depending on market 
conditions.” (DEIR, p. 3.5-4.) In addition, the DEIR describes a similar study that analyzed 
production costs for strawberries on the central coast and compares its findings with the data 
regarding romaine hearts. (DEIR, p. 3.5-8.) Also, the DEIR provides data for average annual 
regulatory costs for a variety of crops, including grapes, tree nuts, and tomatoes. (DEIR, p. 3.5-
9.) 

Response to Comment BN-334 

The comment states that the summary of the production budget for a single crop does not take 
into account crop rotations on the Central Coast. The comment states that some requirements 
in the Proposed Project “could make it impossible to produce multiple crops per year.” The 
comment does not provide substantial evidence that the Proposed Project would prevent 
growers from producing multiple crops. The comment does not provide substantial evidence of 
a new significant impact. 

Response to Comment BN-335 

The comment states that an economic analysis that accounts for the industry supply curve and 
grower risk preferences should be used. In response to concerns related to potential adverse 
economic impacts from Agricultural Order 4.0, refer to Master Response 2.9. In response to 
comments related to the DEIR’s analysis of economic impacts, including CEQA Guidelines 
compliance requirements and the adequacy of the DEIR’s approach for impact analysis, please 
refer to Master Response 2.10. In addition, please refer to Responses to Comments BN-333 to 
BN-334. 

Response to Comment BN-336 

The comment states that the example production budget referred to in the DEIR does not 
describe crop mix, crop rotations, fertilizer, and soil amendments. In response to concerns 
related to potential adverse economic impacts from Agricultural Order 4.0, refer to Master 
Response 2.9. In response to comments related to the DEIR’s analysis of economic impacts, 
including CEQA Guidelines compliance requirements and the adequacy of the DEIR’s approach 
for impact analysis, please refer to Master Response 2.10. In addition, please refer to Responses 
to Comments BN-333 to BN-334. 

Response to Comment BN-337 

The comment expresses concern that the DEIR’s analysis of economic impacts does not describe 
markets, competition, risk, or related economic factors. In response to concerns related to 
potential adverse economic impacts from Agricultural Order 4.0, refer to Master Response 2.9. 
In response to comments related to the DEIR’s analysis of economic impacts, including CEQA 
Guidelines compliance requirements and the adequacy of the DEIR’s approach for impact 
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analysis, please refer to Master Response 2.10. In addition, please refer to Responses to 
Comments BN-333 to BN-334. 

Response to Comment BN-338 

The comment states that the studies illustrating regulatory costs in the DEIR are inaccurate or 
misleading. Please refer to Responses to Comments BN-339 to BN-341. 

Response to Comment BN-339 

The comment expresses concern that the studies used to analyze regulatory costs in the DEIR do 
not estimate the economic effect of increasing regulatory costs on Central Coast agriculture. In 
response to comments related to the DEIR’s analysis of economic impacts, including CEQA 
Guidelines compliance requirements and the adequacy of the DEIR’s approach for impact 
analysis, please refer to Master Response 2.10. 

Response to Comment BN-340 

The comment cites a study by Hamilton and McCullough that examined changing regulatory 
costs over time. The comment is noted. It does not address environmental issues evaluated in 
the DEIR, and no further response is necessary. 

Response to Comment BN-341 

The comment states that the DEIR misrepresents a study that the DEIR uses to illustrate costs of 
regulatory compliance because the study illustrates that changes in regulatory costs have 
economic impacts that affect the physical environment. In response to comments related to the 
DEIR’s analysis of economic impacts, including CEQA Guidelines compliance requirements and 
the adequacy of the DEIR’s approach for impact analysis, please refer to Master Response 2.10. 

Response to Comment BN-342 

The comment expresses concern that the Proposed Project and the DEIR do not include certain 
categories of compliance costs. In response to concerns related to potential adverse economic 
impacts from Agricultural Order 4.0, refer to Master Response 2.9. In response to comments 
related to the DEIR’s analysis of economic impacts, including CEQA Guidelines compliance 
requirements and the adequacy of the DEIR’s approach for impact analysis, please refer to 
Master Response 2.10. 

Response to Comment BN-343 

The comment expresses concern that the DEIR does not assess changes in crop mix, land 
retirement, and regional socioeconomic impacts to jobs, income, and the local economy. The 
DEIR discusses land retirement in Section 3.1, Agriculture and Forestry Resources, and in Section 
3.5, Economics. In response to concerns related to potential adverse economic impacts from 
Agricultural Order 4.0, refer to Master Response 2.9. In response to comments related to the 
DEIR’s analysis of economic impacts, including CEQA Guidelines compliance requirements and 
the adequacy of the DEIR’s approach for impact analysis, please refer to Master Response 2.10. 
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Response to Comment BN-344 

The comment states that economic models exist that could evaluate impacts to Central Coast 
growers and the physical environment. In response to concerns related to potential adverse 
economic impacts from Agricultural Order 4.0, refer to Master Response 2.9. In response to 
comments related to the DEIR’s analysis of economic impacts, including CEQA Guidelines 
compliance requirements and the adequacy of the DEIR’s approach for impact analysis, please 
refer to Master Response 2.10.   

Response to Comment BN-345 

The comment expresses concern that the DEIR does not address the question of whether the 
Proposed Project would increase regulatory costs to such a degree that it would cause or result 
in growers going out of business. The comment states that there is a potential that growers 
would not be able to double crop. The comment does not provide substantial evidence that the 
Proposed Project would prevent growers from producing multiple crops, nor does it provide 
substantial evidence that increased regulatory costs would produce a significant impact. The 
comment does not provide substantial evidence of a new significant impact. Please refer also to 
Master Response 2.10.   

Response to Comment BN-346 

The comment states that the DEIR does not estimate costs that are known or can be estimated. 
In response to comments related to the DEIR’s analysis of economic impacts, including CEQA 
Guidelines compliance requirements and the adequacy of the DEIR’s approach for impact 
analysis, please refer to Master Response 2.10. 

Response to Comment BN-347 

The comment states that there is a method to translate regulatory costs to economic impacts 
and changes in the physical environment. In response to comments related to the DEIR’s 
analysis of economic impacts, including CEQA Guidelines compliance requirements and the 
adequacy of the DEIR’s approach for impact analysis, please refer to Master Response 2.10.   

Response to Comment BN-348 

The comment expresses an opinion that the Proposed Project will likely disproportionately 
affect small farms and ranches. In response to comments related to the DEIR’s analysis of 
economic impacts, including CEQA Guidelines compliance requirements and the adequacy of the 
DEIR’s approach for impact analysis, please refer to Master Response 2.10. 

Response to Comment BN-349 

The comment expresses an opinion that the Proposed Project will likely result in employment 
and income impacts that are likely to fall disproportionately on disadvantaged communities. In 
response to comments related to the DEIR’s analysis of economic impacts, including CEQA 
Guidelines compliance requirements and the adequacy of the EIR’s approach for impact 
analysis, please refer to Master Response 2.10. In response to concerns related to impacts on 
disadvantaged farmers, refer to Master Response 2.1.13. 
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Response to Comment BN-350 

The comment states that the CCWB has not analyzed nitrogen fertilizer applications, which 
would have impacts on yield, crop mix, crop rotation, and land retirement. In response to 
concerns related to potential adverse economic impacts from Agricultural Order 4.0, refer to 
Master Response 2.9. In response to comments related to the DEIR’s analysis of economic 
impacts, including CEQA Guidelines compliance requirements and the adequacy of the DEIR’s 
approach for impact analysis, please refer to Master Response 2.10.   

Response to Comment BN-351 

The comment describes the CVWB Irrigated Lands Regulatory Program. The comment is noted. 
It does not address environmental issues evaluated in the DEIR, and no further response is 
necessary. 

Response to Comment BN-352 

The comment describes the CVWB Irrigated Lands Regulatory Program. The comment is noted. 
It does not address environmental issues evaluated in the DEIR, and no further response is 
necessary. 

Response to Comment BN-353 

The comment describes the economic analysis performed for the CVWB Irrigated Lands 
Regulatory Program. The comment is noted. It does not address environmental issues evaluated 
in the DEIR, and no further response is necessary. 

Response to Comment BN-354 

The comment states that the DEIR summarizes example costs for compliance but does not 
estimate the cost of meeting the Proposed Project requirements. In response to comments 
related to the DEIR’s analysis of economic impacts, including CEQA Guidelines compliance 
requirements and the adequacy of the DEIR’s approach for impact analysis, please refer to 
Master Response 2.10.   

Response to Comment BN-355 

The comment lists a number of state and federal projects that have employed the economic 
model suggested by the commenter. The comment is noted. It does not address environmental 
issues evaluated in the DEIR, and no further response is necessary. 

Response to Comment BN-356 

The comment states that the commenter has not reviewed the summaries of management costs 
provided in DEIR Table 3.5-9. The comment is noted. It does not address environmental issues 
evaluated in the DEIR, and no further response is necessary. 

Response to Comment BN-357 

The comment states that the list of projects provided in Comment BN-355 is not exhaustive and 
is based on the commenter’s personal recollections. The comment is noted. It does not address 
environmental issues evaluated in the DEIR, and no further response is necessary. 
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Response to Comment BN-358 

The comment states that the CVWB relied on the commenter’s suggested model for economic 
analysis, and that the CCWB has not prepared a similar type of analysis. The comment is noted. 
It does not address environmental issues evaluated in the DEIR, and no further response is 
necessary. 

Response to Comment BN-359 

The comment states that the following comments will summarize a technical approach for 
developing an economic impact analysis of the Proposed Project. The comment is noted. It does 
not address environmental issues evaluated in the DEIR, and no further response is necessary. 

Response to Comment BN-360 

The comment summarizes a suggested approach to completing an economic analysis of the 
Proposed Project. In response to concerns related to potential adverse economic impacts from 
Agricultural Order 4.0, refer to Master Response 2.9. In response to comments related to the 
DEIR’s analysis of economic impacts, including CEQA Guidelines compliance requirements and 
the adequacy of the DEIR’s approach for impact analysis, please refer to Master Response 2.10.   

Response to Comment BN-361 

The comment summarizes a suggested approach to completing an economic analysis of the 
Proposed Project. In response to concerns related to potential adverse economic impacts from 
Agricultural Order 4.0, refer to Master Response 2.9. In response to comments related to the 
DEIR’s analysis of economic impacts, including CEQA Guidelines compliance requirements and 
the adequacy of the DEIR’s approach for impact analysis, please refer to Master Response 2.10.   

Response to Comment BN-362 

The comment expresses concern that the Proposed Project would have economic impacts, 
including reductions in land and lease rates, impacts on other agricultural businesses, and 
changes in food prices. In response to concerns related to potential adverse economic impacts 
from Agricultural Order 4.0, refer to Master Response 2.9. In response to comments related to 
the DEIR’s analysis of economic impacts, including CEQA Guidelines compliance requirements 
and the adequacy of the DEIR’s approach for impact analysis, please refer to Master Response 
2.10. 

Response to Comment BN-363 

The comment describes some potential consequences of high regulatory costs for agricultural 
businesses. The comment is noted. It does not address environmental issues evaluated in the 
DEIR, and no further response is necessary. 

Response to Comment BN-364 

The comment expresses concern that the Proposed Project will have economic impacts on 
disadvantaged communities. In response to concerns related to potential adverse economic 
impacts from Agricultural Order 4.0, refer to Master Response 2.9. In response to comments 
related to the DEIR’s analysis of economic impacts, including CEQA Guidelines compliance 
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requirements and the adequacy of the DEIR’s approach for impact analysis, please refer to 
Master Response 2.10. 

Response to Comment BN-365 

The comment states that the economic impact assessment should take into account the 
cumulative nature of regulatory costs. In response to concerns related to potential adverse 
economic impacts from Agricultural Order 4.0, refer to Master Response 2.9. In response to 
comments related to the DEIR’s analysis of economic impacts, including CEQA Guidelines 
compliance requirements and the adequacy of the DEIR’s approach for impact analysis, please 
refer to Master Response 2.10. 

Response to Comment BN-366 

The comment states an opinion that the Proposed Project is likely to cause land retirement, land 
use change, and direct, indirect, and induced socioeconomic impacts to producers and ancillary 
businesses in the Central Coast. The comment also expresses concern that the economic 
assessments for the Proposed Order and the DEIR did not adequately quantify these impacts. In 
response to concerns related to potential adverse economic impacts from Agricultural Order 
4.0, refer to Master Response 2.9. In response to comments related to the DEIR’s analysis of 
economic impacts, including CEQA Guidelines compliance requirements and the adequacy of the 
DEIR’s approach for impact analysis, please refer to Master Response 2.10.   

Response to Comment BN-367 

The comment lists several studies as support for Comment BN-363. The comment is noted. It 
does not address environmental issues evaluated in the DEIR, and no further response is 
necessary. 

Response to Comment BN-368 

The comments from BN-368 to BN-415 constitute a Technical Memorandum, Subject: Example 
Economic Impacts of the Central Coast Water Board Ag Order 4.0, supporting the commenter’s 
letter. Responses to specific comments that rely on this Technical Memorandum are addressed, 
as appropriate, where they were raised in the comment letter. In response to concerns related 
to potential adverse economic impacts from Agricultural Order 4.0, refer to Master Response 
2.9. In response to comments related to the DEIR’s analysis of economic impacts, including 
CEQA Guidelines compliance requirements and the adequacy of the DEIR’s approach for impact 
analysis, please refer to Master Response 2.10. 

Response to Comment BN-369 through BN-375 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-368. The comment summarizes the commenter’s findings 
regarding a suggested approach to completing an economic analysis of the Proposed Project. In 
response to concerns related to potential adverse economic impacts from Agricultural Order 
4.0, refer to Master Response 2.9. In response to comments related to the DEIR’s analysis of 
economic impacts, including CEQA Guidelines compliance requirements and the adequacy of the 
DEIR’s approach for impact analysis, please refer to Master Response 2.10. 
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Response to Comment BN-376 through BN-382 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-368. The comment summarizes a suggested approach to 
completing an economic analysis of the Proposed Project. In response to concerns related to 
potential adverse economic impacts from Agricultural Order 4.0, refer to Master Response 2.9. 
In response to comments related to the DEIR’s analysis of economic impacts, including CEQA 
Guidelines compliance requirements and the adequacy of the DEIR’s approach for impact 
analysis, please refer to Master Response 2.10. 

Response to Comment BN-383 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-368. The comment expresses an opinion that the Proposed 
Project will lead to land fallowing and crop switching. In addition, the comment summarizes a 
suggested approach to completing an economic analysis of the Proposed Project. In response to 
concerns related to potential adverse economic impacts from Agricultural Order 4.0, refer to 
Master Response 2.9. In response to comments related to the DEIR’s analysis of economic 
impacts, including CEQA Guidelines compliance requirements and the adequacy of the DEIR’s 
approach for impact analysis, please refer to Master Response 2.10. 

Response to Comment BN-384 through BN-391 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-368. The comment contains data used to support the 
commenter’s suggested economic analysis approach. The comment is noted. It does not address 
environmental issues evaluated in the DEIR, and no further response is necessary. 

Response to Comment BN-392 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-368. The comment summarizes the commenter’s findings 
regarding a suggested approach to completing an economic analysis of the Proposed Project. In 
response to concerns related to potential adverse economic impacts from Agricultural Order 
4.0, refer to Master Response 2.9. In response to comments related to the DEIR’s analysis of 
economic impacts, including CEQA Guidelines compliance requirements and the adequacy of the 
DEIR’s approach for impact analysis, please refer to Master Response 2.10. 

Response to Comment BN-393 through BN-394 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-368. The comment contains data used to support the 
commenter’s suggested economic analysis approach. The comment is noted. It does not address 
environmental issues evaluated in the DEIR, and no further response is necessary. 

Response to Comment BN-395 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-368. The comment summarizes the commenter’s findings 
regarding a suggested approach to completing an economic analysis of the Proposed Project. In 
response to concerns related to potential adverse economic impacts from Agricultural Order 
4.0, refer to Master Response 2.9. In response to comments related to the DEIR’s analysis of 
economic impacts, including CEQA Guidelines compliance requirements and the adequacy of the 
DEIR’s approach for impact analysis, please refer to Master Response 2.10. 
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Response to Comment BN-396 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-368. The comment contains data used to support the 
commenter’s suggested economic analysis approach. The comment is noted. It does not address 
environmental issues evaluated in the DEIR, and no further response is necessary. 

Response to Comment BN-397 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-368. The comment summarizes the commenter’s findings 
regarding a suggested approach to completing an economic analysis of the Proposed Project. In 
response to concerns related to potential adverse economic impacts from Agricultural Order 
4.0, refer to Master Response 2.9. In response to comments related to the DEIR’s analysis of 
economic impacts, including CEQA Guidelines compliance requirements and the adequacy of the 
DEIR’s approach for impact analysis, please refer to Master Response 2.10. 

Response to Comment BN-398 through BN-399 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-368. The comment summarizes the commenter’s findings 
regarding a suggested approach to completing an economic analysis of the Proposed Project. In 
response to concerns related to potential adverse economic impacts from Agricultural Order 
4.0, refer to Master Response 2.9. In response to comments related to the DEIR’s analysis of 
economic impacts, including CEQA Guidelines compliance requirements and the adequacy of the 
DEIR’s approach for impact analysis, please refer to Master Response 2.10. 

Response to Comment BN-400 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-368. The comment expresses an opinion that 
implementation of the Proposed Project would affect retail prices and purchases by consumers. 
In addition, the comment summarizes a suggested approach and findings related to completing 
an economic analysis of the Proposed Project. In response to concerns related to potential 
adverse economic impacts from Agricultural Order 4.0, refer to Master Response 2.9. In 
response to comments related to the DEIR’s analysis of economic impacts, including CEQA 
Guidelines compliance requirements and the adequacy of the DEIR’s approach for impact 
analysis, please refer to Master Response 2.10. 

Response to Comment BN-401 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-368. The comment summarizes a suggested approach and 
findings related to completing an economic analysis of the Proposed Project. In response to 
concerns related to potential adverse economic impacts from Agricultural Order 4.0, refer to 
Master Response 2.9. In response to comments related to the DEIR’s analysis of economic 
impacts, including CEQA Guidelines compliance requirements and the adequacy of the DEIR’s 
approach for impact analysis, please refer to Master Response 2.10. 

Response to Comment BN-402 through BN-404 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-368. The comment contains citations used to support the 
commenter’s suggested economic analysis approach. The comment is noted. It does not address 
environmental issues evaluated in the DEIR, and no further response is necessary. 
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Response to Comment BN-405 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-368. The comment summarizes a suggested approach and 
findings related to completing an economic analysis of the Proposed Project. In response to 
concerns related to potential adverse economic impacts from Agricultural Order 4.0, refer to 
Master Response 2.9. In response to comments related to the DEIR’s analysis of economic 
impacts, including CEQA Guidelines compliance requirements and the adequacy of the DEIR’s 
approach for impact analysis, please refer to Master Response 2.10. 

Response to Comment BN-406 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-368. The comment contains data used to support the 
commenter’s suggested economic analysis approach. The comment is noted. It does not address 
environmental issues evaluated in the DEIR, and no further response is necessary. 

Response to Comment BN-407 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-368. The comment expresses an opinion that the Proposed 
Project would result in increased risk to growers and this risk would cause growers to leave the 
industry. In response to concerns related to potential adverse economic impacts from 
Agricultural Order 4.0, refer to Master Response 2.9. In response to comments related to the 
DEIR’s analysis of economic impacts, including CEQA Guidelines compliance requirements and 
the adequacy of the DEIR’s approach for impact analysis, please refer to Master Response 2.10. 

Response to Comment BN-408 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-368. The comment states that its suggested analysis was 
developed for one example crop and that impacts may be different for other crops. In response 
to concerns related to potential adverse economic impacts from Agricultural Order 4.0, refer to 
Master Response 2.9. In response to comments related to the DEIR’s analysis of economic 
impacts, including CEQA Guidelines compliance requirements and the adequacy of the DEIR’s 
approach for impact analysis, please refer to Master Response 2.10. 

Response to Comment BN-409 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-368. The comment summarizes setback requirements in the 
Proposed Project. Please note that the revised Agricultural Order 4.0 does not include the 
riparian and operational setback components. For more information related to riparian and 
operational setbacks, please refer to Master Response 2.8. 

Response to Comment BN-410 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-368. The comment describes a method for evaluating 
impacts of proposed setbacks. Please note that the revised Agricultural Order 4.0 does not 
include the riparian and operational setback components. For more information related to 
riparian and operational setbacks, please refer to Master Response 2.8. 

Response to Comment BN-411 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-368. The comment provides citations for Comment BN-410. 
The comment is noted. It does not address environmental issues evaluated in the DEIR, and no 
further response is necessary.   
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Response to Comment BN-412 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-368. The comment provides citations for Comment BN-410. 
The comment is noted. It does not address environmental issues evaluated in the DEIR, and no 
further response is necessary.   

Response to Comment BN-413 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-368. The comment expresses an opinion that the Proposed 
Project would result in land fallowing, changes in crop composition, permanent land use 
conversions, and socioeconomic impacts. In response to concerns related to potential adverse 
economic impacts from Agricultural Order 4.0, refer to Master Response 2.9. In response to 
comments related to the DEIR’s analysis of economic impacts, including CEQA Guidelines 
compliance requirements and the adequacy of the DEIR’s approach for impact analysis, please 
refer to Master Response 2.10. 

Response to Comment BN-414 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-368. The comment summarizes a suggested approach and 
findings related to completing an economic analysis of the Proposed Project. In response to 
concerns related to potential adverse economic impacts from Agricultural Order 4.0, refer to 
Master Response 2.9. In response to comments related to the DEIR’s analysis of economic 
impacts, including CEQA Guidelines compliance requirements and the adequacy of the DEIR’s 
approach for impact analysis, please refer to Master Response 2.10. 

Response to Comment BN-415 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-368. The comment summarizes a suggested approach and 
findings related to completing an economic analysis of the Proposed Project. In addition, the 
comment requests that the CCWB perform a similar economic analysis. In response to concerns 
related to potential adverse economic impacts from Agricultural Order 4.0, refer to Master 
Response 2.9. In response to comments related to the DEIR’s analysis of economic impacts, 
including CEQA Guidelines compliance requirements and the adequacy of the DEIR’s approach 
for impact analysis, please refer to Master Response 2.10. 

Response to Comment BN-416 

The comments from BN-416 to BN-566 constitute the document entitled Technical 
Memorandum on the CCWB’s DAO 4.0, supporting the commenter’s letter. Responses to 
specific comments that rely on this Technical Memorandum are addressed, as appropriate, 
where they were raised in the comment letter. 

Response to Comment BN-417 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. The comment states that nonpoint discharges have 
highly variable flow rates/volumes and constituent concentrations. Refer to Responses to 
Comments BN-418 to BN-421 for specific responses to the more detailed concerns presented 
further in these comments. 
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Response to Comment BN-418 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. The comment identifies various factors that cause 
variability in agricultural discharges. The comment is noted. This comment is summarized and 
responded to in the following Master Responses: 2.2.3; 2.3.9; 2.3.3; 2.4.2; 2.5.5; 2.5.1; 2.5.2; 
2.5.3; 2.6.6; and 2.7.3.  

Response to Comment BN-419 

The comment explains terminology used in Comments BN-417 to BN-566. The comment is 
noted. It does not address environmental issues evaluated in the DEIR, and no further response 
is necessary.   

Response to Comment BN-420 through BN-421 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. This comment is summarized and responded to in the 
following Master Responses: 2.1.2 and 2.5.2. 

Response to Comment BN-422 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. The comment states that responsibility for watershed 
concerns is inappropriately assigned to individual growers. This comment is responded to in 
Master Response 2.8.8. 

Response to Comment BN-423 through BN-424 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. This comment is responded to in Master Response 
2.8.8. 

Response to Comment BN-425 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. The comment states that it is infeasible to meet the 
numeric limits of the Draft WDRs at the edge of field under all conditions. Refer to Responses to 
Comments BN-426 to BN-427 for specific responses to the more detailed concerns presented 
further in these comments. 

Response to Comment BN-426 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. This comment is summarized and responded to in the 
following Master Responses: 2.1.8; 2.1.10; 2.1.11; 2.3.7; 2.3.3; and 2.3.4. 

Response to Comment BN-427 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. This comment is summarized and responded to in the 
following Master Responses: 2.1.14; 2.4.1; and 2.4.2. 

Response to Comment BN-428 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. The comment states that the Riparian Area 
Management Plan requirements are unlikely to achieve the CCWB’s stated objectives. This 
comment is responded to in Master Response 2.8.8. 



Central Coast Water Board  Chapter 3. Responses to Comments 
 

Agricultural Order 4.0 
Final Environmental Impact Report 
Volume 3 – Comments and Responses to Comments 

3-659 April 2021 
Project 18.016 

 

Response to Comment BN-429 through BN-430 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. This comment is responded to in Master Response 
2.8.8. 

Response to Comment BN-431 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. The comment states that the Irrigation and Nutrient 
Management Plan approach for regulating nitrate discharges is overly simplistic and likely 
infeasible to achieve. Refer to Responses to Comments BN-432 to BN-433 for specific responses 
to the more detailed concerns presented further in these comments. 

Response to Comment BN-432 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. This comment is summarized and responded to in the 
following Master Responses: 2.1.8; 2.2.3; 2.3.6; 2.3.3; and 2.3.4. 

Response to Comment BN-433 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. 

Response to Comment BN-434 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. The comment states that monitoring at the ranch or 
field level will not provide the needed data and information. Refer to Responses to Comments 
BN-435 to BN-437 for specific responses to the more detailed concerns presented further in 
these comments. 

Response to Comment BN-435 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. This comment is summarized and responded to in the 
following Master Responses: 2.3.9; 2.4.2; 2.5.5; 2.5.11; 2.5.2; 2.5.3; 2.6.6; and 2.7.3. 

Response to Comment BN-436 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. This comment is summarized and responded to in the 
following Master Responses: 2.2.3 and 2.5.5. 

Response to Comment BN-437 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. This comment is summarized and responded to in the 
following Master Responses: 2.5.5 and 2.5.3. 

Response to Comment BN-438 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. The comment states that the Agricultural WDRs should 
be data-driven and science-based, and should be modified to include a watershed-based 
approach. Refer to the Response to Comment BN-439 for specific responses to the more 
detailed concerns presented further in this comment. 

Response to Comment BN-439 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. This comment is summarized and responded to in the 
following Master Responses: 2.5.5; 2.5.6; 2.5.11; and 2.5.3. 
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Response to Comment BN-440 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. The CCWB acknowledges the commenter’s input. 

Response to Comment BN-441 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. The CCWB acknowledges the commenter’s background 
and interests. 

Response to Comment BN-442 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. Comment noted. 

Response to Comment BN-443 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. The comment summarizes the proposed requirements 
included in the DAO 4.0. 

Response to Comment BN-444 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. The comment explains the commenter’s approach to 
the technical memorandum. 

Response to Comment BN-445 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. The comment states that nonpoint discharges have 
highly variable flow rates/volumes and constituent concentrations. Refer to Responses to 
Comments BN-446 to BN-456 for specific responses to the more detailed concerns presented 
further in these comments. 

Response to Comment BN-446 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. The comment is summarized and responded to in the 
following Master Responses: 2.5.5; 2.5.11; 2.5.2; and 2.5.3. 

Response to Comment BN-447 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. The comment is summarized and responded to in 
Master Response 2.5.3. 

Response to Comment BN-448 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. The comment provides citations for Comment BN-446. 
The comment is noted. It does not address substantive contents of the DEIR, and no further 
response is necessary. 

Response to Comment BN-449 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. The comment provides citations for Comment BN-447. 
The comment is noted. It does not address substantive contents of the DEIR, and no further 
response is necessary. 
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Response to Comment BN-450 through BN-452 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. The comment is summarized and responded to in 
Master Response 2.5.3. 

Response to Comment BN-453 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. The comment provides a definition for “time of 
concentration” of a watershed. The comment is noted. It does not address substantive contents 
of the DEIR, and no further response is necessary. 

Response to Comment BN-454 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. The comment is summarized and responded to in 
Master Response 2.5.3. 

Response to Comment BN-455 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. The comment describes aspects of treatment system 
design. The comment is noted. It does not address substantive contents of the DEIR, and no 
further response is necessary. 

Response to Comment BN-456 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. The comment is summarized and responded to in 
Master Response 2.5.3. 

Response to Comment BN-457 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. The comment states that direct application of water 
quality objectives to nonpoint sources is inappropriate. Refer to Responses to Comments BN-
446 to BN-456 for specific responses to the more detailed concerns presented further in these 
comments. 

Response to Comment BN-458 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. The comment cites Section 13241 of the Porter-Cologne 
Act. The comment is noted. It does not address substantive contents of the DEIR, and no further 
response is necessary. 

Response to Comment BN-459 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. The comment states that the Central Coast Basin Plan 
defines agricultural runoff as a nonpoint source. The comment is noted. It does not address 
substantive contents of the DEIR, and no further response is necessary. 

Response to Comment BN-460 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. The comment states that water quality objectives were 
not intended to apply to nonpoint sources. The comment is noted. It does not address 
substantive contents of the DEIR, and no further response is necessary. 
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Response to Comment BN-461 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. The comment states that the CCWB failed to take into 
account the potential change in regulatory costs between Ag Order 3.0 and the DAO 4.0. The 
comment is noted. It does not address substantive contents of the DEIR, and no further 
response is necessary. 

Response to Comment BN-462 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. This comment is summarized and responded to in 
Master Response 2.9. 

Response to Comment BN-463 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. The comment states that water quality objectives apply 
within a receiving water and not to individual discharges. The comment is noted. It does not 
address substantive contents of the DEIR, and no further response is necessary. 

Response to Comment BN-464 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. The comment is summarized and responded to in the 
following Master Responses: 2.5.5; 2.5.11; 2.5.2; 2.5.3; 2.6.6; and 2.7.3. 

Response to Comment BN-465 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. The comment states that it is not currently possible to 
calculate technically appropriate numeric limits applicable to agricultural discharges. The 
comment is noted. It does not address substantive contents of the DEIR, and no further 
response is necessary. 

Response to Comment BN-466 through BN-467 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. The comment is noted. It does not address substantive 
contents of the DEIR, and no further response is necessary. 

Response to Comment BN-468 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. The comment is summarized and responded to in 
Master Response 2.5.3. 

Response to Comment BN-469 through BN-470 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. The comment is noted. It does not address substantive 
contents of the DEIR, and no further response is necessary. 

Response to Comment BN-471 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. The comment is summarized and responded to in 
Master Response 2.5.3.  

Response to Comment BN-472 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. The comment is noted. It does not address substantive 
contents of the DEIR, and no further response is necessary. 
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Response to Comment BN-473 through BN-475 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. The comment is summarized and responded to in 
Master Response 2.5.2. 

Response to Comment BN-476 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. The comment is summarized and responded to in 
Master Response 2.5.3. 

Response to Comment BN-477 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. The comment is summarized and responded to in the 
following Master Responses: 2.1.2 and 2.5.2. 

Response to Comment BN-478 through BN-480 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. The comment is noted. It does not address substantive 
contents of the DEIR, and no further response is necessary. 

Response to Comment BN-481 through BN-482 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. The comment is summarized and responded to in the 
following Master Responses: 2.1.2 and 2.5.2. 

Response to Comment BN-483 through BN-485 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. The comment is noted. It does not address substantive 
contents of the DEIR, and no further response is necessary. 

Response to Comment BN-486 through BN-487 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. The comment is summarized and responded to in the 
following Master Responses: 2.1.2 and 2.5.2. 

Response to Comment BN-488 through BN-489 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. The comment is noted. It does not address substantive 
contents of the DEIR, and no further response is necessary. 

Response to Comment BN-490 through BN-496 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. The comment is summarized and responded to in the 
following Master Responses: 2.6.3 and 2.6.4. 

Response to Comment BN-497 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. The comment is noted. It does not address substantive 
contents of the DEIR, and no further response is necessary. 

Response to Comment BN-498 through BN-501 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. The comment is responded to in Master Response 
2.8.8. 
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Response to Comment BN-502 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. The comment is noted. It does not address substantive 
contents of the DEIR, and no further response is necessary. 

Response to Comment BN-503 through BN-513 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. The comment is summarized and responded to in 
Master Response 2.5.8. 

Response to Comment BN-514 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. The comment is noted. It does not address substantive 
contents of the DEIR, and no further response is necessary. 

Response to Comment BN-515 through BN-518 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. The comment is responded to in Master Response 
2.8.8. 

Response to Comment BN-519  

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. The comment is noted. It does not address substantive 
contents of the DEIR, and no further response is necessary. 

Response to Comment BN-520 through BN-535 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. The comment is responded to in Master Response 
2.8.8. 

Response to Comment BN-536 through BN-539 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. The comment is noted. It does not address substantive 
contents of the DEIR, and no further response is necessary. 

Response to Comment BN-540 through BN-541 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. The comment is summarized and responded to in 
Master Response 2.1.8. 

Response to Comment BN-542 through BN-544 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. The comment is noted. It does not address substantive 
contents of the DEIR, and no further response is necessary. 

Response to Comment BN-545 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. The comment is summarized and responded to in the 
following Master Responses: 2.5.5; 2.5.6; 2.5.11; and 2.5.3. 

Response to Comment BN-546 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. The comment is summarized and responded to in the 
following Master Responses: 2.5.5; 2.5.11; 2.5.2; 2.5.3; 2.6.6; and 2.7.3. 
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Response to Comment BN-547 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. The comment is summarized and responded to in 
Master Response 2.5.5.  

Response to Comment BN-548 through BN-549 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. The comment is summarized and responded to in 
Master Response 2.6.3. 

Response to Comment BN-550 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. The comment is noted. It does not address substantive 
contents of the DEIR, and no further response is necessary. 

Response to Comment BN-551 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. The comment is summarized and responded to in the 
following Master Responses: 2.5.5; 2.5.6; 2.5.11; 2.5.3; and 2.6.3. 

Response to Comment BN-552 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. The comment is summarized and responded to in 
Master Response 2.6.3. 

Response to Comment BN-553 through BN-555 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. The comment is noted. It does not address substantive 
contents of the DEIR, and no further response is necessary. 

Response to Comment BN-556 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. The comment is summarized and responded to in the 
following Master Responses: 2.5.5; 2.5.7; and 2.5.3. 

Response to Comment BN-557 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. The comment is summarized and responded to in the 
following Master Responses: 2.5.5; 2.5.6; 2.5.11; and 2.5.3. 

Response to Comment BN-558 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. The comment is summarized and responded to in the 
following Master Responses: 2.5.5; 2.5.6; 2.5.7; 2.5.11; and 2.5.3. 

Response to Comment BN-559 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. The comment is noted. It does not address substantive 
contents of the DEIR, and no further response is necessary. 

Response to Comment BN-560 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. The comment is summarized and responded to in the 
following Master Responses: 2.1.11 and 2.5.3. 
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Response to Comment BN-561 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. The comment is summarized and responded to in 
Master Response 2.5.3. 

Response to Comment BN-562 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. The comment is noted. It does not address substantive 
contents of the DEIR, and no further response is necessary. 

Response to Comment BN-563 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. The comment is summarized and responded to in 
Master Response 2.5.2. 

Response to Comment BN-564 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. The comment is summarized and responded to in the 
following Master Responses: 2.8.8; 2.5.5; and 2.5.7.  

Response to Comment BN-565 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. The comment is summarized and responded to in 
Master Response 2.5.3. 

Response to Comment BN-566 

Refer to Response to Comment BN-416. The comment is summarized and responded to in the 
following Master Responses: 2.1.8; 2.1.11; 2.2.3; 2.3.1; and 2.5.8. 


	Letter BN: Abby Taylor-Silva et al, Grower-Shipper Association of Central California et al (June 22, 2020) — continued



