














From: bud Hoekstra
To: Laputz, Adam@Waterboards
Subject: Re: deadline
Date: Friday, December 14, 2012 11:53:28 AM

thank you.   I am forwarding the first installment to you by snail mail today.  You should get
it Monday.  please acknowledge by email that you received it - my comments on Attachment
E DEFINITIONS, ACRONYMS & ABBREVIATIONS.  If I need to send it elsewhere,
please let me know.

From: "Laputz, Adam@Waterboards" <Adam.Laputz@waterboards.ca.gov>
To: "budhoek@yahoo.com" <budhoek@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Friday, December 14, 2012 7:40 AM
Subject: RE: deadline

Bud:
Comments are due on the individual order by 5 pm on 10 January 2013.
 
From: bud Hoekstra [mailto:budhoek@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Friday, December 07, 2012 12:40 PM
To: Laputz, Adam@Waterboards
Subject: deadline
 
I have a few pages of input on the individual WDR's.  please advice on the last opportunity to
send those in.
 
For example, I want to make the case that "agricultural supply." one of the 21 beneficial uses
listed, a term used in Porter-Cologne, needs to be specific "agricultural supply, inluding dry-
farming."
Dry-farming appears in the California Water Plan Update, Water Code 10004, but in the rest
of the Water Code (WC 106 & 1254) "irrigation" is the term.   These are conflicting.
 
dry-farming uses no irrigation, but it uses infiltration, increases and promotes percolation. 
This is a better beneficial use than irrigation, or, you might call it a type of irrigation.   Rain
irrigates crops, so to speak.   Clearly, the CA Water Plan Update aims at diminishing runoff
and capitalizing recharge.   Case law rules that reservoirs are storage, not a beneficial use per
se.   Groundwater, being a type of storage, is not a beneficial use, and code names irrigation
as a beneficial use. 
 
I am urging you to denote dry-farming (rain-fed agriculture) as agricultural supply, or name
dry-farming as a beneficial use. If you double the % of soil organic carbon from 2% to 4%,
you double the acre-feet of water that the topsoil will hold - something like that.   Dry-
farming can replace irrigation, whereas the one requires an investment in the soil, the other
requires an investment in water.   The Water Code which names irrigation as a second
priority beneficial use coaxed the state downa  path of reservoirs and soil depletions.  
Cornbelt prairie soil is 20% organic matter; tilled topsoil in the cornbelt, formerly prairie,
hovers around 4-5%.   That change represents a loss of many acre-feet of moisture in the
soil's water retention capacity.
 
Because dry-farming is a direction spelled out in the water code's CALIFORNIA WATER
PLAN UPDATE 2009, I would think you'd want to include it as a beneficial use of water,
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preferred to irrigation.    Irrigation applies surface water to crops, dry-farming applies soil
water to crops.
 
SUCCESSFUL FARMING just ran a story on eastern Washington state where dry-farmers
reached a 146-bushel yield of corn without irrigation.  I can send the article, if you want it. 

















From: bud Hoekstra
To: Laputz, Adam@Waterboards
Subject: next installment
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2012 4:22:15 AM

You received my comments on attachment E yesterday, or should have, by snail mail.
 
FYI: Only our laptop has internet capabilities; our mainframe isn't connected to the Web.  I
either send snail mail, or I use a memory stick and transfer files to the laptop.  
 
Today, or tomorrow, the second installment will arrive.  Please RSVP so that I know that you
received it and have entered these comments.  The page is marked "general comments" in
black felt-tip ink at the top, and I praise the individual WDR's for their encouragement of
dry-farming or rain-fed agriculture, both which appear in the California Water Plan Update
2009.   Let me know you have received these comments.
 
Today I will mail a hard-copy clipping of a SUCCESSFUL FARMING article on dry-
farming, an alternative irrigation.   Two paths diverged in ... agriculture built an infrastructure
for irrigation and not for dry-farming, but dry-farming has been an astounding success where
it was deemed impossible.
 
I will have specific comments in yet another installment, and following thta, comments on the
MRP.
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From: bud Hoekstra
To: Laputz, Adam@Waterboards
Subject: receipt
Date: Friday, December 21, 2012 12:14:20 PM

1 - I sent you comments hard copy.   Did you receive them and enter them on individual farm
WDR so that they will be considered.
 
RSVP'ing tells me they weren't lost in the mail.  Also, in RSVP'sing you can tell me if you
are the right person to send them to.   If some else receoves the comments, then send me their
name & mailing address.  If you prefer the comments in one lump, say so.   Snail mail
uncertified saves me the tracking and certified mail costs, I substitute your RSVP.
 
I will have questions to ask on Jan 3, and I'd like to forward the questions that I will ask to
the facilitator who may want to modify them; also you may want a copy ahead of timer.
 
For example, owners & operators are responsible for BMP's, according to the WDR order.
Before, when I had an individual farm waiver, I used NRCS code 500 "Obstruction removal"
on the farm and the NOI instructions were not to identify and name the the BMP's but to
describe their use. I described the use, and the water board staff sent me a letter threatening
to fine me for the BMP.   We were supposed to deploy BMP's then as now.
Also, I had an stormwater issue on my farm.   A neighbor has a driveway across the south
end.   He gets 12 feet for ingress & egress (Scruby v Vintage Grapevine),  his realtor asked
for 20 feet and I granted 20 feet for ingress and egress.  However, he changed his mind and
wanted more - suing me for a mining road that never existed.  he did not get a mining road -
he got a driveway less than 20 feet by court judgment.   He also had to pay for the driveway
himself and get a grading permit from Public Works, unless he pured the gravel on.
Grading permits are issued by Public Works only.   the Bldg Dept issued a grading permit.
[In 2006 Calaveras Cty was designated a phase II community by the EPA.  As a
consequence, the cty adopted a design manual for grading, drainage and erosion control,  and
the design manual was incorporated in the grading ordinance.  Appendix A of the Design
Manual contains the definitions: [quote] "he following definitions shall apply to the terms
used in the Grading Ordinance and this Manual."    the term grading was defined.]
The Bldg dept didn't notice the definition and they adopted their own definition of grading
which applicants could use to get around the law.   In my case, both the law and the
judgment.
The judgment named the BMP's to be used, and bldg dept changed the BMP's to be used to
help the Calfire neighbor save money.
So what happened, is the neighbor built a road, went beyond the easement and destroyed my
BMP's and substituted the county's BMP's for mine, both on and off the easement.  I had a
Frank Walters PE and Steve McGinty architect both look over the work done, and both say
that a state permit was needed from you guys.  I talked to Rich Muhl who was going to
inspect and then, dissuaded by the bldg, didn't show - he told me the next time they built a
road he get them.
I am the landowner, I am the operator, but the BMP's I chose were destroyed and other
BMP's used in their place.   The cty bldg dept which issued the illegal grading permit
approved the BMP's; CVRWQB [thru Muhl] declined to exercise compliance and enforce a
state permit, whitewashing the BMP's.   I have a court order for BMP's that are not there on
the ground.  The BMP's which are there are BMP's I rejected.   The WDR makes me the
owner and operator responsible for the BMP's and for testing water to see that they work.   I
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am not going to be responsible for BMP's that I didn't choose or want.   It appears that the
county was intending to set up a test case to sue the regional water board under your
auspices.  
You have written that the farmers choose their BMP's and that the CVRWQCB won't get
involved in BMP's.  But twice now you are involved, de facto, in the choice of BMP's.  This
is one of a dozen issues that I want you to face up to on Jan 3.
 
P.S. In an email, I asked you to restate what you said in another email, that farmers choose
BMP's and the CVRWQB won't be involved in the choice of BMP's.   An obvious
contradiction exists here.   Please send the facilitator's name and address - I need to mail
these questions right away so that he receives them before Jan 3.











































From: bud Hoekstra [mailto:budhoek@yahoo.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, January 02, 2013 9:03 PM 
To: Laputz, Adam@Waterboards 
Subject: Re: Automatic reply: receipt 
 
dry-farming - growing corn in eastern desert Washington State - monumwntal 146 bushels/acre 
dry-farming excludes the bMP of irrigation 
dry-farming promoted by CA Water Plan Update 2009, see Water Code 10004-31 
dry-farming [rain-fed agriculture] on CDC website - less food contamination with rain 
The ILRP regulates the BMP's of irrigation but not the BMP's of dry-farming, thereby favoring 
the BMP's of dry-fatming 
  
Climate Change will push the rains on the West side of the mountains (where the reservoir 
system is) to the East side, depriving us of quantity.  Washington State i sbuilding an 
infrastructure of dry-farming to take over CA's gifantic market share. 
 
 
























