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On January 21st, a coalition of agricultural associations submitted an 
Alternative Program to the Options Tables that the Central Coast Regional 
Water Quality Control Board staff issued in November 2018 for the next 
iteration of the Irrigated Lands Regulatory Program (ILRP).  There was a 
60-day comment period for those Options Tables for Ag Order 4.0 (as it 
is commonly referred to), prompting the development of an Alternative 
Program ILRP regulatory structure that promotes on-farm practices that 
protect and improve water quality through quantifiable milestones.

Developing this type of an Alternative Program was a challenge for all involved.  While 
we could readily agree on a number of key issues and points, there were several 
sticking points related to erosion and slopes that required considerable discussion and 
compromise.  In the end, the agricultural associations came together to present our 
‘best foot forward’ to counter the very punitive and complex set of numerical standards 
proposed in the Options Tables.

Monterey County Farm Bureau (MCFB), along with our association partner Grower-
Shipper Association of Central California, utilized our joint Technical Advisory Committee 
to vet the various points of the Alternative Program.  There were many spirited 
discussions of the technical constraints when working in the open environment under 
the non-point source policy of the Clean Water Act.
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OF MONTEREY COUNTY FARM BUREAU First, we wrestled with the issue of numerical standards vs. quantifiable 
milestones.  The non-point source (NPS) policy does not specifically call out 
the use of numerical standards as a means to achieve water quality, as noted 
by MCFB in our comment letter submitted on the Options Tables: “The Options 
Tables reference that the NPS Policy requires quantifiable milestones, specifically 
in the form of numeric limits; the NPS Policy, in fact, requires no specific 
numeric limits. Rather, NPS Policy states that nonpoint source pollution must 
be addressed in a manner that achieves and maintains water quality standards 
and requires time schedules and milestones that are designed to measure 
progress toward achieving water quality standards. The Options Tables seem 
to ignore the NPS Policy and the nature of nonpoint source pollution, and the 
Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board’s expressed approach 
for addressing nonpoint source pollution as outlined in the Basin Plan.”

The Alternative Program matrix then was sectioned into six distinct areas of 
water quality compliance: surface water, nitrates in groundwater, sediment 
and erosion, riparian areas, education and outreach, and groundwater 
trend monitoring.  These six areas of the Alternative Program more-or-
less mirrored the Options Tables layout, to provide a somewhat consistent 
approach to the program, but with significantly different management of 
the objectives. For surface water, the focus is on determining priority areas 
needing water quality improvement practices.  After the methodology 
for determining the priority sub-watersheds, “Enrollees within a priority 
watershed/sub-watershed area are required to prepare a Surface Water 
Quality Discharge Management Plan, within X year(s) of prioritization 
designation by Regional Board. The Plan may be prepared by the Enrollee 
or their authorized representative. The Plan shall be kept on the farm and be 
available to {Regional Water Board} staff at the farm on request.”  This engages 
those areas of most concern for water quality and lessens the compliance 
burdens for those in watersheds already meeting water quality standards.

For nitrates in groundwater, the approach is to utilize the current Total Nitrogen 
Applied reporting process until applied/removed coefficients (A/R or A-R) can be 
developed through research along with the approval of a standardized Irrigation 
and Nutrient Management Plan (INMP) template.  “Enrollees begin submitting 
INMP Summary Report templates annually within X months/years after approval 
of template and after removal coefficients for 95 percent of total crop acreage in 
the Central Coast have been developed.”  When required, the INMP Summary 
Report facilitates reporting the Total A and Total R for all crops grown on that 
ranch for the previous year; these crop coefficients are mandated under the 
Eastern San Joaquin ILRP adopted by the State Water Resources Control Board 
in early 2018.  Until these coefficients can be established, the use of the current 
Total Nitrogen Applied reporting process should continue for all farms (ranches).
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For sediment and erosion, the Options 
Tables specified that an individual 
discharge permit would be required for 
each farm (ranch) operating on a slope of 
an unspecified percentage.   

The Alternative Program proposal states 
that “While slope is one of the factors 
that should be considered in determining 
if there is risk of erosion and sediment 
discharges to surface waters, other 
factors, such as whether a ranch has 
been graded, also influence risk in this 

regard. Generally, if there exists a local 
government requirement that suggests 
a specific slope percentage should apply, 
then the Central Coast Water Board 
should use that value for farms/ranches 

in that County as a trigger, regardless of 
whether it has impermeable plastic mulch 
or impermeable hoop houses.”   This 
avoids carving out sloped farms (ranches) 
from the ILRP and allows for some 
flexibility for determining risk to surface 
water quality.

For riparian areas, the Alternative 
Program suggests “Enrollees {are} 
required to maintain existing habitat on 
a farm only if it qualifies as a wetland, as 
defined by Federal 404 permitting.”  The 
overriding concern here is the potential 
conflicts that riparian areas will have with 
food safety measures and the potential 
for field contamination.  MCFB stated this 
strongly in our comment letter submitted; 
“We cannot emphasize enough the 
potential conflicts with food safety 
measures and any requirements for (new) 
vegetative buffer strips or native habitats.  
The highest priority for all ranch operators 
is to ensure that their food products 
are safe leaving the field after harvest; 
extensive surveys and protocol have been 
established that participants in the Leafy 
Greens Marketing Agreement must follow 
for their products to be sold into the 
supply chain.”

For education and outreach, which is not 
fully addressed in the Options Tables, the 
Alternative Program requires “Mandatory 

We cannot emphasize enough the 
potential conflicts with food safety 
measures and any requirements for 
(new) vegetative buffer strips or 
native habitats. 
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total of ten (10) hours of continuing 
education (CE) to be completed once 
every five years for all Enrollees. Topics 
eligible to earn CE credits may include 
surface and groundwater quality issues 
and management practices with potential 
to improve water quality. At least two 
(2) hours must be completed within 
one (1) year of adoption of the Order.”

Finally, for groundwater trend 
monitoring, to avoid individual farm 
(ranch) compliance and monitoring, 
the Alternative Program proposes 
a third-party approach; “Provide 
information to third party to evaluate 
irrigation and domestic wells to 
ascertain if the well is qualified to be 
used in a trend monitoring network 
(i.e. appropriate screening intervals; 
well construction information; drawing 
water from aquifer being tracked).”

Throughout the Alternative Program 
proposal there is reference to the 
Regional Water Board working with an 
“Ag Third-Party Role/Responsibilities” 
that allows for continuation of the 
existing surface and groundwater 
coalitions, a combination of these, or a 
new entity to manage specific provisions 
of the program.  There will not be a 
full-service coalition approach similar 
to the Eastern San Joaquin program 
available on the Central Coast.

MCFB also requested in our comment 
letter that the costs of the regulatory 
program and the burdens on farms 
(ranches) be fully considered before 
approval.  “We request that the 
Regional Water Board carefully 
consider the impacts of any new water 
quality regulations on the farming 

and ranching community of the 
Central Coast.  Regulatory costs of 
compliance may not be as sustainable 
if there are additional and unnecessary 
layers of monitoring, testing, and 
reporting required of all ranches.”

The provisions of the Alternative 
Program are much more detailed 
than what is presented here; the 
entire Alternative Program matrix, 
narrative, and MCFB comment letter 
can be accessed on our website for 
download: www.montereycfb.com

The next step in this process will be 
for the Regional Water Board staff to 
present their recommendations for the 

ILRP structure to Board members at 
their meeting in late March.  All those 
enrolled in the ILRP are encouraged 
to attend the meeting and hear the 
presentation, as well as make comment 
on the proposed elements of Ag Order 
4.0.  The meeting is scheduled for 
March 20th & 21st in Watsonville.   

WORKING WITH OUR AGRICULTURAL 

ASSOCIATION PARTNERS, MONTEREY 

COUNTY FARM BUREAU CONTINUES TO 

ADVOCATE FOR A WORKABLE IRRIGATED 

LANDS REGULATORY PROGRAM AND 

KEEPING FARMERS GROWING.

Find out how it works at AgLoan.com/patronage 

or call us at 831.424.1756 

A part of the Farm Credit System. Equal Opportunity Lender.

IT PAYS TO BE A MEMBER.

This year American AgCredit increased our cash patronage 

distribution to a full 1%, resulting in a record $86 million cash 

back to our loyal members — $26 million more than 2017.

Irrigated Lands: Defining a Better Program  
 CONTINUED FROM PAGE 03  
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Farmers and Ranchers wear many hats, both figuratively and literally! 
We are producers of food that nourishes and fiber that clothes. We 
are environmental stewards of the land, making responsible use 
of natural resources.  We are investors, into the commodities we 
produce, the workforce we employ, the communities we live in and 
the global population that relies on what we create. We are advocates, 
for the necessary policy needed to continue doing what we do.

But what happens when some of 
these critical roles compete against 
one another?  Recently, we’ve seen 
our Central Coast Regional Water 
Quality Control Board propose an Ag 
Order that contains language that 
places farmers in competing scenarios 
between food safety compliance and 
environmental stewardship, per Ag 
Order 4.0 proposed Option Tables. (For 
more detailed information on this item, 
please refer to Norm Groot’s article 
found on the front page of this issue).

I want to specifically look at Table 5: 
Riparian Habitat Management for Water 
Quality Protection. Vegetative Buffers 
have long been a struggle for compliance 
with current food safety mandates.  
Farmers find themselves placed in the 
middle of a “no-win” situation, as on 
one hand there are State and Federal 
regulatory bodies requiring that areas 
adjacent to production locations must be 

kept free of excess vegetation; and on the 
other hand there is an Ag Order mandate 
for riparian buffer requirements, or the 
proposal to mandate the expansion of 
vegetated buffers, and the prohibition 
of removal of existing native riparian 
vegetative cover.  This sets growers up 
for failure and puts us all at odds with 
conflicting rules from regulatory bodies.

The CA and AZ Leafy Green Marketing 
Agreements (LGMA) and FDA’s Food 
Safety Modernization Act (FSMA) are 
just a couple of examples of food safety 
programs with regulatory compliance 
directives. Additionally, growers are 
subject to a variety of other audit 
inspections throughout the year.  These 
include, but are not limited to, Shipper 
Audits (conducted by shippers that 
growers contract produce to), Customer 
Audits (buyers who procure product from 
those shippers) and 3rd Party Audits 
(outside parties contracted to perform 

benchmarked and fully recognized audit 
systems covering both Good Agricultural 
Practices (GAP) and Good Manufacturing 
Practices (GMP) scopes as well as Food 
Safety Management Systems (FSMS). One 
commonality amongst every single one 
of these food safety programs or audit 
systems is that they contain guidance 
metrics and compliance verification 
regarding production locations, 
adjacent land uses, animal intrusion 
and habitat management.  This is where 
vegetated buffers and food safety 
co-management gets complicated.

The importance of maintained and 
manicured vegetation on our ranches 
is critical.  Food safety personal, 
shippers and auditors must be able to 
visually assess areas for the presence of 
animals. Animals, specifically rodents 
and birds, which look for harborage in 
overgrown vegetation, pose a health 
risk to nearby crops. The susceptibility 

MCFB 
President’s 
Message
WRITTEN BY COLBY PEREIRA
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of a produce field to foreign matter 
increases significantly with overgrown 
vegetation and the inability for effective 
monitoring. Instances of animal intrusion 
into the growing area (tracks, fecal 
matter, carcass) ultimately result in 
buffered areas and loss of product.

Having an Ag Order in place that will 
allow for flexibility in practices, as they 
pertain to vegetated buffers and riparian 
habitat, is critical for growers as we 
navigate between good environmental 
stewardship and producing safe, healthy 
crops for consumers. We know that one 
shoe doesn’t fit all, so any rule making 
proposal must allow for growers to 
address each unique situation on their 

property differently and not be subject 
to strict numeric limits, required buffer 
distances or prohibitions to remove 
vegetation that have been codified 
into regulation. Middle ground does 
exist, where sufficient vegetation 
can exist to provide adequate service 
to the environment and to water 
quality, all while being subject to 
maintenance and other practices to 
minimize risk to nearby crops. 

We need not look any further than the 
most recent foodborne illness outbreaks 
related to fresh produce to understand 
that even the most minor deviations 
from standard food safety operating 
procedures on the ranch can have a 

very major effect on an entire industry, 
the workers employed by that industry 
and most important, the consumer. 
General consumer confidence is of 
the highest importance to our society 
and the health of our nation.  The 
more frequently food safety related 
outbreaks occur, the higher chance 
that a commodity’s, or even an overall 
category, will be tarnished. It is through 
proactive management practices that 
we stand the best chance at preventing 
future food safety related incidents.

Our industry depends on environment 
and the careful and responsible use 
of it.  Consumers depend on our 
industry for the opportunity to consume 
wonderful agricultural commodities on 
a daily basis with a sense of confidence 
and security.  Monterey County Farm 
Bureau has and will continue to 
work on  behalf of all our members to 
achieve harmonization between it all.

Thank you for your membership 
and your continued support.    

The importance of maintained and 
manicured vegetation on our ranches 
is critical. 
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Shorthand Terms Miss the Diversity  
of California Farms 
WRITTEN BY: DAVE KRANZ, CALIFORNIA FARM BUREAU FEDERATION 

As a news consumer and, for many years, as a writer and editor of print and 
broadcast news copy, I take an interest in the shorthand writers use to describe—
and, often, to cast aspersions on—their subjects.

Take, for example, “dusty.” In news stories, 
“dusty” is used generally to describe any 
community west of the Mississippi that is 
smaller than the community where the writer 
lives. Just in the past month, for example, the 
San Francisco Chronicle described “the dusty 
towns of the Salinas Valley” in a story about 
visiting Monterey County.

As a native of Amarillo, Texas, I remember 
a long-ago article in the Sacramento Bee, 
focused on the legendary poker player 
Amarillo Slim, which described Amarillo as 
a “dusty west Texas town.” Somebody—not 
me—later wrote to the Bee to point out that 
Amarillo receives about twice as much annual 
precipitation as Sacramento does. Who’s 
dusty now?

When you read news stories, opinion 
articles or blogs about California agriculture, 
you’ll see recurring terms such as Big Ag 
(it’s almost always capital “B,” capital “A”), 
corporate agriculture, factory farm, industrial 
agriculture.

Sometimes, the writer will put those terms 
in copy or a headline (Big Ag is particularly 
attractive to headline writers). Often, 
though, the terms come in quotes from 
representatives of environmental groups or 
others who don’t like some aspect of current 
agricultural production. Almost always, the 

terms are left undefined or unchallenged—
presumably because writers and editors 
assume their readers know and understand 
the terms.

In a couple of recent examples, the news 
website Undark described the San Joaquin 
Valley as “the land of Big Agriculture” in a 
lengthy story about the region’s air quality, 
and the Sierra Club magazine criticized the 
new federal farm bill as providing “subsidies 
for Big Ag.”

In the national news context, Big Ag often 
serves as a shorthand reference to companies 
that provide agricultural-related products or 
services, rather than about farms. Here in 
California, it tends to be defined mainly as 
“large, corporate, industrial” farms that the 
writer doesn’t like. For most users of those 
terms, and their readers, their definitions 
remain just as amorphous as the definition 
of Big Ag.

But some of those terms do have actual 
definitions, provided by the U.S. Department 
of Agriculture.

Let’s take “corporate.”

In its Census of Agriculture, USDA lists the 
number and proportion of farms owned 
by families or individuals, partnerships 

and corporations. It further breaks down 
corporate farms as family held or other than 
family held.

At the time of the most recent census, 2012, 
about 8 percent of California farms were 
owned by corporations and the great majority 
of those were family-held corporations. Only 
1.1 percent of California farms were owned by 
non-family corporations.

In the 2012 census, nearly 77 percent of 
California farms were held by families 
or individuals and about 11 percent by 
partnerships, and another 3 or 4 percent by 
cooperatives, estates, trusts or other types of 
owners. When the latest census figures come 
out, we’d expect the proportions to remain 
close to that.

As to “big”: That, too, remains in the 
eye of the beholder.

Census data and other USDA reports 
show California farms and ranches remain 
smaller, on average, than their counterparts 
nationwide. The most recent USDA “Farms 
and Land in Farms” report put the average 
California farm at 328 acres and the national 
average at 444 acres.

Earlier this month, USDA published 
an updated version of a report titled 
“America’s Diverse Family Farms,” 
which looks at farm organization on 
a national scale, based on a survey of 
farmers and ranchers.  
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Among its key findings:

•  Farming remains “overwhelmingly” 
a family business nationwide, the 
report said, with 98 percent of farms 
defined as family farms, accounting 
for 87 percent of farm production.

•  Small farms, as measured by gross 
cash farm income, make up 89 
percent of the number of farms and 
operate half of the farmland. On the 
other hand, the largest share of farm 
production, 39 percent, comes from 
large-scale family farms.

•  Small-farm households rely heavily 
on off-farm income sources. 

According to USDA, that means 
general economic policies, such 
as tax or economic development 
policy, can be as important to them 
as traditional farm policy.

•  Seventy percent of all farms received 
no farm-related government 
payments in 2017, the year the 
survey was conducted. Payments 
for participation in working-lands 
conservation programs were 
evenly divided among large-scale, 
midsized and small family farms.

The second word of the report title says it all: 
“diverse.” Trying to paint California—or an 
individual region of California—as the home 

of Big Ag misses the amazing diversity of 
farmers, ranchers, crops, commodities and 
production practices employed here.

Lest we fall into the same trap, it’s also 
good for people in agriculture to remember 
that there are many nuances among the 
reporters, bloggers, interest groups and 
others who discuss and write about the 
topics important to us.

Let’s hope we all do a better job of talking 
about, and to, each other during 2019.   

DAVE KRANZ MANAGES THE CALIFORNIA FARM 

BUREAU FEDERATION COMMUNICATIONS/NEWS 

DIVISION AND EDITS AG ALERT. HE MAY BE 

CONTACTED AT DKRANZ@CFBF.COM.

Half Page Ad
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Bayonet & Black Horse Courses,  
Seaside along the Monterey Bay
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2019  
Bill Barker Memorial  

Golf Tournament

SAVE THE DATE

 A PUBLICATION OF MONTEREY COUNTY FARM BUREAU    09



Form I-9  
Know the Requirements 
 

WRITTEN BY: ANNA GENASCI, AGSAFE

In agriculture our labor needs change 
with the seasons, which means we are 
regularly pulling together the new-hire-
paperwork packet for our employees. 
One of the most critical, and frankly 
complicated, forms in that packet is the 
Form I-9, the Employment Eligibility 
Verification form that needs to be filled 
out for every person hired in the U.S. after 
November 6, 1986.  Let’s spend some 
time diving into each section and its 
requirements.

Section 1:  
Employee Information and 
Attestation

It is the employee’s responsibility to 
provide the following information:

• Full legal name

•  Other names used, like a maiden 
name

•  Current address, no P.O. Boxes 

• Date of birth

•  Mark the appropriate citizen or 
noncitizen box

• Signature and dates 

It is the employer’s responsibility to 
review the information provided by the 

employee in Section 1 and ensure all 
of the information is filled in legibly, 
including the employee’s signature and 
the date signed.  You should note whether 
your employee indicated in Section 1 
that their employment authorization will 
expire, and mark your calendar with the 
date to re-verify.  In addition, be sure 
you are using the most recent version 
of the form, found in the upper right-
hand corner of the first page.  It also 
important to only use blue or black ink 
and never use a highlighter or whiteout 
on the form.  These latter reminders are 
important as an employer can be given an 
administrative citation for not following 
the directions on any part of the form.

Section 2:  
Employer Review and Attestation

Employers must complete and sign 
Section 2 on the I-9 within 3 business 
days of the date of hire of the employee 
(the hire date means the first day of work 
for pay). For example, if your employee 
began work for pay on Monday, you must 
complete Section 2 by Thursday of that 
week. If the job lasts less than 3 days, 
you must complete Section 2 no later 
than the first day of work for pay.  The 
employee must present documents that 
verify his or her identity and the right to 
work in the United States.  A variety of 
documents satisfy both requirements and 
are referred to in List A of the instructions.  

Alternatively, an employee can present 
a document from List B validating 
their identity and List C with their work 
authorization.  To review a complete list 
of the accepted documents, including 
pictures of examples for reference, 
visit I-9 Central at https://www.uscis.
gov/i-9-central/acceptable-documents/
list-documents/form-i-9-acceptable-
documents?topic_id=1&t=b.

It is the employer responsibility to 
take the documents provided and 
subsequently complete the section 
with the employee’s name, along with 
the information from the documents in 
the appropriate List A, B or C column.  
Employers are responsible for visually 
inspecting the documents presented to 
ensure they are legally acceptable and 
genuine.  In addition, the business name, 
address, date hired, date signed, and 
signature lines should all be completed.

In Section 2, common administrative 
mistakes include not following the correct 
date format (mm/dd/yyyy), example, 
01/08/1980.  It is often common for 
employers to not complete the form 
within the three business days, as 
previously mentioned.  Lastly, illegible 
handwriting creates challenges when and 
if the form is ever audited.
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Section 3:  
Reverification and Rehires

This section requires attention when your 
employee’s employment authorization or 
documentation of employment authorization 
has expired.  Employers should not re-verify 
the following documents:

• U.S. citizens and noncitizen nationals 

•  Lawful permanent residents who 
presented a Form I-551, Permanent 
Resident or Alien Registration Receipt card 
for Section 2. This includes conditional 
residents. 

• List B documents

That being said, if you rehire an employee 
within three years from the date that the Form 
I-9 was previously executed, you may either 
rely on the employee’s previously executed 
Form I-9 or complete a new form.   If you 
choose to rely on a previously completed Form 
I-9 follow these guidelines:

•  If the employee remains employment-
authorized as indicated in the previously 
executed form and doesn’t need 
additional documentation, then 
reverification is not needed.

•  If the previously executed form indicated a 
document that is subject to reverification, 
if it has expired then it needs to be 
reverified and the updated information 
should be noted in the section.

If you already used the Section 3 on the current 
Form I-9, a new form will need to be completed 
Section 3.  Remember that employees hired 
after three years from the date of the original 
hire must complete a new I-9 Form.  

Form I-9 Storage and Retention 
The question of how and how long to store I-9s is one of the most 
common points of confusion for employers.  The forms instructions 
are fairly detailed in these areas and as such, it is best to make 
sure you read the directions thoroughly and on an annual basis so 
as to ensure no new details are missed.  The following is practical 
synopsis of what to keep in mind:

Storage:

•  Form I-9 must be on file for all current employees – full-time, part-time, 
regular, and seasonal.

•  Store the forms securely in a way that meets your business needs – on-site, 
off-site, storage facility or electronically.

•  Store the forms and copies of documents separately, if you choose to make 
copies.

•  Ensure that only authorized employees have access to the files.
•  Be prepared to make them available within three days of an official request 

for inspection.

Retention:

Forms should be kept either: 
•   Three (3) years after the date of hire or
•  One (1) year after the date employment terminates, whichever is later
If completing the Form I-9 feels overwhelming, visit USCIS website, I-9 Central 
for further explanation and training videos at, https://www.uscis.gov/i-9-central/
learning-resources. 

For more information about the Form I-9, or any worker safety, human resources, 
labor relations, pesticide safety, or food safety issues, please visit www.agsafe.org, 
call (209) 526-4400 or email safeinfo@agsafe.org.  

AGSAFE IS A 501C3 NONPROFIT PROVIDING TRAINING, EDUCATION, OUTREACH AND TOOLS 

IN THE AREAS OF WORKER SAFETY, HUMAN RESOURCES, LABOR RELATIONS, PESTICIDE 

SAFETY, OR FOOD SAFETY FOR THE FOOD AND FARMING INDUSTRIES.  SINCE 1991, AGSAFE 

HAS EDUCATED NEARLY 75,000 EMPLOYERS, SUPERVISORS, AND WORKERS ABOUT THESE 

CRITICAL ISSUES.
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California Farmers Must Rely  
on Diversity, Resiliency 
WRITTEN BY: MATT CLARK, AMERICAN AGCREDIT

U.S. farm income contracted somewhat 
in 2018, according to the most 
recent United States Department of 
Agriculture update, released Nov. 30.

The report indicated that net cash income 
in 2018 declined 10 percent from the 
previous year to about $93.4 billion, 
the lowest net cash income since 2009. 
Strikingly, net cash income has declined 
38 percent from the recent peak in 
2012, when many in the agricultural 
industry experienced a protracted 

period of exceptional profit margins. 
Only one other time period, the mid-
1970s, has sustained a similar decline.

The decline in farm income from the 
previous year was a result of both a decline 
in gross cash receipts and an increase 
in production expenses. For example, 
gross cash receipts for agriculture fell 
less than 1 percent from the previous 
year. Direct farm expenses, such as 
labor, feed, fertilizer and chemicals, 
increased more than 2 percent. Other 
farm expenses also increased slightly, 
adding to the profit-margin squeeze.

However, due to strong balance sheets 
built during the run-up in farm income, 
the aggregate U.S. farm sector remains in 
adequate financial shape—though tighter 
than previous years, by several measures.

First, solvency measures such as 
debt-to-asset and debt-to-equity 
ratios, while seeing a modest recent 
rise, remain well below levels 
observed in the last farm crisis.

For instance, though above the historic 
lows of the early 2010s, debt-to-equity 
remains below levels observed from 
1962 through 2003, a 41-year period.

Second, liquidity measures have tightened 
but also remain above the water line. 
The USDA essentially reports that the 
aggregate current ratio remains 

in positive territory, though down 
significantly from the peak years.

The decline in liquidity likely also 
explains the slight uptick in debt 
levels; the USDA has estimated an 
aggregate debt load increase of less 
than 2 percent from a year ago.

Finally, delinquency rates for non-real 
estate farm loans also remain historically 
low. According to the Federal Reserve 
Bank of Kansas City, the delinquency rate 
for agricultural loans held at commercial 
banks currently sits around 2 percent, up 
slightly from the valley observed in 2012 
though still below recent averages.

In California, the largest contributor 
to the nation’s cash farm receipts, the 
outlook is somewhat mixed and depends 
heavily on region and industry.

Areas impacted by fires are understandably 
expected to experience a step back in 
farm income. Drought has also been a 
factor in several key production areas, with 
2018 showing no signs of improvement.

In fact, the National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration estimated 
that from January to December, 
California’s acres showing signs of 
drought increased 48 percent.

In areas unaffected by fire and drought, 
gross cash receipts expectations 
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vary by specific industry but in 
general look to be stable or slightly 
down from the previous year.

As an example, USDA estimates gross 
cash receipts for the dairy industry to 
be down 9 percent from the previous 
year but estimates poultry receipts to 
be 7 percent higher. After several years 
of strong production, gross receipts for 
tree fruit and nuts are expected to be 
slightly lower. Likewise, vegetable gross 
receipts are expected to be down slightly, 
though consumption remains stable.

Similar to the broader farm economy, 
production expenses for California 
also increased, with the cost of 
labor of particular concern.

In Napa and Sonoma counties, key wine 
grape production areas, unemployment 
in 2018 has hovered near 2.5 percent, at 
historic lows. In other large agriculture-
centric counties such as Fresno, Madera, 
Merced and Stanislaus counties, 
the labor market also tightened.

For example, in October the Bureau of 
Labor Statistics estimated unemployment 
in Fresno County was 6.3 percent, 
down from 2016 and 2017 levels of 
9.0 and 7.2 percent, respectively.

Overall, California agricultural producers 
faced multiple challenges from fires, 
drought, trade issues, labor concerns, 
water rights issues, heightened supply 
and more in 2018. Piecing these parts 

together, final 2018 profit margins will 
likely be tighter than the previous year.

However, California farmers and ranchers 
have proved to be resilient over the 
years, in part due to the state’s very 
diverse commodity base. This diversity is 
expected to continue helping California 
overcome many of the recent challenges 
and keep it at the top of the agricultural-
receipts list for all U.S. states.  

MATT CLARK IS A SENIOR INDUSTRY ANALYST 

FOR AMERICAN AGCREDIT IN SANTA ROSA. 

REPUBLISHED WITH PERMISSION OF THE 

NORTH BAY BUSINESS JOURNAL.
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Growers Cut Water Use in 
Salinas Valley Significantly
WRITTEN BY: BOB JOHNSON FOR AGALERT®

Salinas Valley growers have made great progress toward the goal of stopping the advance of seawater 
into the underground aquifer that feeds $4.8 billion worth of crops in Monterey County.

Over the last two decades, agricultural 
pumping declined by 15 percent or 
85,000 acre-feet a year, according to 
Monterey County Water Resources 
Agency groundwater extraction reports, 
while the value of Salinas Valley 
crops increased nearly 50 percent.

Observers say the single most important 
cause of this increased efficiency has 
been the widespread investment 
by growers in drip irrigation.

“Drip is used in almost all vineyards 
and berry crops,” said Michael Cahn, 
University of California Cooperative 
Extension irrigation farm advisor based 
in Salinas. “It can be used in most 
vegetable crops except for the high 
density leafy greens, keeping in mind 
that sprinklers are still the main method 
used for germination and transplant 
establishment in vegetables.”

As vegetable growers joined their 
counterparts in berries and grapes in 
using the technology, drip irrigation 
in the Salinas Valley increased from 
fewer than 30,000 acres to more than 
130,000 acres over the last two decades, 
according to the water agency.

Farmers have steadily learned how 
to turn their investment in drip into 
increased water efficiency and better 
yields of higher-quality crops.

“I have not conducted a formal study, 
but anecdotally I hear that most growers 
are pumping 20 percent less water 
with drip,” Cahn said. “Soil evaporation 
losses can be less under drip, since less 
of the soil surface is wet. Generally, 
yields increase under drip because of 
the lower-stress conditions, and disease 
incidence is less than under sprinklers.”

Observers say the single most important 
cause of this increased efficiency has 
been the widespread investment by 
growers in drip irrigation. 

 CONTINUES ON PAGE 16  
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SAVE WATER, SAVE ENERGY, SAVE LABOR & DO A BETTER JOB OF IRRIGATING. 
                                                                                               NELSONIRRIGATION.COM

FULL COVERAGE  
IRRIGATION FOR  
TREE & VINE 

PART-CIRCLE
EDGE OF FIELD

ROTATOR® 

1000 SERIES VALVES & 
 TWIG® WIRELESS CONTROLS

R2000WF ROTATOR®  
& DRAIN CHECK 

WWW.R2000WF.COM

IRRIGATION TECHNOLOGY 
FOR THE FUTURE
ROTATOR® SPRINKLERS: 
· HIGH UNIFORMITY 
· NO RISER VIBRATION 
· EASY TO CLEAN & REPAIR 
· LONG WEAR LIFE 
· NO SEALS UNDER PRESSURE



Public capital investments have also 
played a key role in reducing groundwater 
overdraft, most recently the construction 
early this century of facilities that deliver 
wastewater treated so thoroughly it 
can be safely used to irrigate 12,000 
acres of crops in the Castroville area.

This thrice-treated water has allowed 
growers to stop using wells near 
the coast that are most severely 
impacted by seawater intrusion, 
caused when ocean water moves in to 
fill the space created by pumping.

Decades before the Castroville project, 
completion of Nacimiento Reservoir 
in 1957 and San Antonio Reservoir 
a decade later gave water district 
hydrologists the ability to release water 
to recharge the underground basin.

Despite the public works projects over the 
last 60 years and improved water efficiency 
on the farms, however, saltwater is still 
advancing into the underground aquifer.

“The basin is currently out of balance—
usage exceeds yield by approximately 
17,000 to 24,000 acre-feet a year,” said 
Howard Franklin, senior hydrologist at the 
water agency. “A consequence of extended 
use of this reserve will result in water 
level and water-quality declines, along 
with continued seawater advancement.”

Part of the answer could come from 
another advanced water treatment 
and reuse project at the Marina 
facility that houses the Castroville 
recycled water project.

The most cost-effective relief could 
come as growers who have invested 

in drip irrigation continue to learn 
more about how to design and 
use the systems efficiently.

Drip is already used for virtually everything 
except seed germination and the very 
short-season clipped spinach and salad 
mixes that are grown too densely to make 
micro-irrigation useful, but growers are 
still learning how to squeeze the last bit 
of efficiency out of the technology.

“There is still room to improve the irrigation 
efficiency under drip,” Cahn said. “Areas 
that we need more focus on include system 
design and operation, and scheduling. I 
notice that growers often make mistakes in 
the system design and then need to make 
up for poor uniformity by irrigating longer. 
Irrigation schedules often don’t match the 
crop needs very well. I see a lot of long 
irrigations in the early stages when the 
crop does not have a high water demand 
and too long of an interval between 
irrigations when the crop is in the later 
stages and has a high water demand.”

Cahn led a team of researchers who 
developed a popular free software program, 
called CropManage, that lets growers 
estimate their water needs more precisely 
by combining information about the crop, 
planting date, the soil and the weather.

“There are more than 1,600 registered 
users of CropManage,” Cahn said. “It is 
being used by growers mostly on the 
Central Coast—and generates about 
1,500 recommendations per month 
during the production season. We are 
currently adapting CropManage for 
Central Valley crops: processing tomatoes, 
peppers, alfalfa and almonds.”

 

He said studies indicate that many 
growers could save substantial additional 
amounts of water by using this software 
program to include complex information 
in making irrigation decisions.

“We have done several grower field 
studies comparing CropManage irrigation 
with the grower standard practice,” Cahn 
said. “On average, CropManage saved 
about 15 to 20 percent in water during 
the drip phase without causing yield 
loss. However, I have noticed that in 
these studies that growers often use less 
water than is their normal practice. So, 
we have also monitored grower water 
use and find that potential savings with 
CropManage are closer to 30 percent.”  

BOB JOHNSON IS A REPORTER IN DAVIS. HE MAY 

BE CONTACTED AT BJOHN11135@AOL.COM.

Cahn led a team of researchers who developed a 
popular free software program, called CropManage, 
that lets growers estimate their water needs more 
precisely by combining information about the crop, 
planting date, the soil and the weather. 

Growers Cut Water Use In Salinas Valley Significantly  
 CONTINUED FROM PAGE 14  
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AUGUST 29 – SEPTEMBER 2, 2019

2004 FAIRGROUND ROAD,  MONTEREY, CA 93940  |  831.372.5863
WWW.MONTEREYCOUNTYFAIR.COM

M O N T E R E Y  C O U N T Y  F A I R  2 0 1 9 Central Coast 
Young Farmers 
& Ranchers 
Celebrates  
15 Years!

Young Farmers & Ranchers is designed 
for young people between the ages of 
18-35 who share an interest in improving 
themselves and agriculture. The program 
provides an opportunity for agriculturists to 
connect with individuals who have the same 
professional interests and challenges. The 
three basic purposes of the program are: 1) 
assist young farmers and ranchers in solving 
problems they face, 2) expose young people 
to Farm Bureau, and 3) develop leadership 
abilities in young men and women.

Activities and events throughout the year 
help provide scholarships to college students 
majoring in agricultural curriculums as well 
as donations to Ag Against Hunger and the 
Monterey County Food Bank. 

JOIN YF&R AT THEIR  
UPCOMING EVENTS:

Sunday, April 28th  
Supermarket Challenge Food Drive

Saturday, September 28th  
Sport Clay Shoot Competition at  
Coyote Valley Sporting Clays

FOR MORE INFORMATION ON THESE EVENTS, 

PLEASE VISIT THE YF&R WEBPAGES AT  

WWW.MONTEREYCFB.COM
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We’ve used that tagline for many years now … and it’s prominently 
displayed in our new magazine format, introduced with this issue.  Monterey 
County Farm Bureau works hard to make sure that our farmers and ranchers 
have the ability to continue their production, uh, to keep growing, on lands 
that have been in families for multiple generations.

Keeping 
Farmers 
Growing
Monterey County Farm Bureau was 
established 102 years ago as an 
independent, voluntary membership 
organization to protect and promote our 
farming and ranching producing the 
foods that feed our nation and the world.  
Today’s mission remains consistent with 
our founding generation of farmers and 
ranchers a century ago.

Farm Bureau is a network of organizations 
organized on county, state, and national 
levels.  Here in California, the County Farm 
Bureau is the basis of our ‘grassroots’ 
organization, relying on our members to 
drive our policies and activities.  Our state 
organization takes a broader view of issues 
impacting all of agricultural production, 
and our national organization takes it to 
the highest level.

Membership is what keeps Farm Bureau 
moving forward; the value of each member 
is essential to the strength in numbers so 
necessary to having your voice heard.  Our 
important work could not be completed 
without the support of your membership, 
which comes back to you many times in 
the value of the advocacy advanced for all 
farmers and ranchers of Monterey County.

Monterey County Farm Bureau works on 
the tough issues facing all farmers and 
ranchers these days; we don’t shy away 

from a good fight!  We provide advocacy 
and educational support in areas such 
as water quality regulations, labor and 
workplace rules, sustainable groundwater 
management, illegal dumping and 
trespass, immigration reform, wine corridor 
development, rangeland management, and 
water supply projects ...to list a few of the 
issues we deal with daily.  

These are all complicated issues with many 
nuances.  It takes a lot of time and effort 
for farmers and ranchers to understand all 
the intricacies of these issues; that’s where 
Farm Bureau comes in, representing our 
members at meetings, public hearings, 
workshops, and forums.  Public policy is 
what Farm Bureau deals with so you can 
stay on your farm or ranch managing what 
you do best!

We can’t do all this without your 
membership, so thank you if you have 
renewed your membership for this coming 
year.  If you haven’t considered joining 
Farm Bureau, or just haven’t been asked 
yet, consider yourself invited to become a 
member of Monterey County Farm Bureau.  
We couldn’t win County Farm Bureau of the 
Year for three years straight if we weren’t 
working hard for our members.

JOIN FARM BUREAU TODAY BY VISITING  

WWW.MONTEREYCFB.COM OR CONTACT  

OUR OFFICE AT 831-751-3100.

And we hope you enjoy the new look of 
Farm Focus® as you read through the 
articles in this issue!  Many thanks to 
Moxxy Marketing for engineering our fresh 
new look!    
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Monterey County Farm Bureau
P.O. Box 1449
Salinas, CA  93902

Phone: 831.751.3100
Email: administration@montereycfb.com
Office Hours: 7:00am - 4:00pm (M-F)

SERVING MONTEREY COUNTY AGRICULTURE SINCE 1917

RETURN SERVICE REQUESTED

Agriculture Law

Business & Taxation

Construction

Creditor’s Rights

Estate Planning

Labor & Employment

Litigation

Personal Injury

Public Agencies

Real Estate & Land Use

nheh.com

333 Salinas Street

Salinas, CA 93901

831.424.1414

Client Focused. Relationship Driven.
A Tradition of Excellence Since 1928.

470 Camino El Estero, 

Monterey, CA 93940  

831.373.3622


