Lodi Rules Committee

January 7, 2014
Lodi Winegrape Commission, 2545 West Turner Rd., Lodi, CA  95242

1. Chairman Chris Storm called the meeting to order at 12:13 PM.

2. Roll Call – Lee Caton, Stanton Lange, Aaron Lange, Stan Grant, Chris Storm, Warren Bogle, Bruce Fry. Others present – Matthew Hoffman, Stuart Spencer, Cliff Ohmart
3. Minutes of the December 2, 2013 meeting were approved. Stan Grant, Warren Bogle – Carried.
4. 2013 Lodi Rules wrap up meeting and standard revisions – The Committee approved the edits to the standards, and Matthew will proceed with updating the binder and all related documents including working with PH on the assessment website. 
5. Protected Harvest data – Matthew presented the committee with a draft of the Lodi Rules data release form and cover letter to be mailed out. The committee provided some feedback, which will be integrated into the final document.  Matthew will work with Protected Harvest to revise the application to include a data release item. 

6. Lime Sulfur – Matthew Hoffman shared the toxicity data for lime sulfur with the committee. From this conversation came the idea that a powdery milder management breakfast meeting might be a good idea, and to run it by the Research and Education Committee. 
7. Winery outreach – Matthew Hoffman let the committee know that we are moving forward with winery outreach efforts. The Lodi Rules bottle necker was shown to the committee, who gave some ideas on how to improve it. These suggestions will be made to the necker on future orders. Matthew let the committee know that he will start doing winery outreach meetings on Jan 22, beginning with Peltier Station.
8. Sustainability award – Matthew updated committee on the CSWA-led sustainability award, and will update as things progress.  

9. Lodi Rules branding guidelines – Matthew had not made progress on the branding guidelines, but is working to make this a priority. 
10. Eco Services Standard – Cliff Ohmart presented a potential new Lodi Rules standard to the committee. This proposed new standard is related to the  Sustainable Conservations Ecosystem Services Payment program, where participating growers would score bonus points for participation. The committee provided substantial feedback, which Cliff has summarized below. The committees feedback with be send by Cliff to Sustainable Conservation. Matthew and Cliff will work together to compose a revised version of the proposed standard by the next meeting. At the next meeting (March 17), the committee will possibly need to vote on whether this new standard is adopted. 

a. From a process perspective it was suggest that the first question for the Committee to consider is whether there should be a standard or not on restoration work added to the Lodi Rules.  If the answer is ‘Yes’, then the next question is how to word it and how many points to award.

The following concerns were expressed about the draft standard that Cliff presented to the Lodi Rules Committee:

i. Historically, all Lodi Rules farming standards have been drafted by the Lodi growers.  “Grower developed” is among the most important underlying principles of the Lodi Rules as it ensures the overall program and each specific standard is relevant and meaningful to sustainable winegrowing in Lodi. They were then they were taken to Protected Harvest for peer review and accreditation.  There has been no instance of Protected Harvest drafting a farming standard or any other body outside of the Lodi Winegrape Commission membership doing so and then taking it to the Lodi growers.  This is one of the most serious of concerns.

ii. The standard is not directly related to farming, but indirectly so.  There is recognition that some of the current ecosystem management farming standards are not directly related to farming, either. The case could be made that while habitat restoration is not a farming practice per se, restoration along a riparian corrodor serves the function of mitigating unintentional impacts of agriculture, which is a goal of the Lodi Rules standards.   

iii. The standard text is too specific, meaning it only relates to the Mokelumne Environmental Benefits Program.  A standard related to restoration work should be more general, recognizing restoration work done with funds from other sources like NRCS as well as the Mokelumne Environmental Benefits program.  Cliff and Matt should brainstorm some text for such a standard to bring back to the Lodi Rules Committee.

iv. Growers are not going to know what the Mokelumne Environmental Benefits program is, what a benefit unit is, etc.  There seems to be a lot of educational information that would need to accompany this standard for growers to fully understand its implications.

v. Since the Mokelumne Environmental Benefits program is not up and running it is premature to consider adding a standard to Lodi Rules.  It would be recognizing a grower’s participation in a program that does not exist yet.  Does this make sense?

vi. There are too many points awarded as it currently drafted, particularly for a bonus question.  The most points for any other Lodi Rules standard is 8 and there is only one of these.  There are some with 6 (management plans) but most are less.  A grower could qualify for the whole Ecosystem Management Chapter if they were awarded points for this new standard and only have to do a couple of others.  It skews the chapter too much as a bonus standard with so many points.  The points should be much lower.  One suggestion was 2 points.

11. Next meeting set for March 17, 2014, 12:00 PM at the Lodi Winegrape Commission office.

12. Meeting adjourned 2:00 PM.

