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Re: Arizona Leafy Greens Technical Subcommittee public comments on Water Metrics Updates

The Arizona LGMA Technical Subcommittee (TSC) met on April 21st, April 28th, & May 5th, 2026, to review the proposed changes to Issue 4: Personnel Qualifications and Training, Issue 6: Water and the Glossary.  We applaud the WGA water subgroup, the subject matter experts, for their time and effort in reviewing and recommending changes to these sections, we also appreciate the opportunity to make suggestions to this process. We examined the portion of the document under review and have the following comments.   

The TSC is in support of the following sections with no additional recommendations:

· The newly defined glossary terms provide clarity of the proposed changes. 

· The additional training requirements on personnel conducting agricultural water assessments, with the minimum topics presented.  We are appreciative of the efforts of the LGMA to develop training programs that stakeholders can use to train personnel.  We are also aware of other organizations developing training programs for agricultural water, and support the industry being able to utilize any of those programs to meet compliance requirements. 

· Section 6.2

· Moving Table 1B as a reference table in Appendix A.

· Table X: Support the addition of Table X into the California LGMA metrics, as Arizona LGMA adopted in 2020.  Crop protection chemicals can interact with water treatment, and some labels do not allow the use of a water treatment chemical during application, which would be considered off label use. Research has also shown that some agricultural chemicals may reduce the effectiveness of water treatment; this option allows for the effective use of the agricultural chemical application without comprising product safety. Since Arizona has already adopted and implemented this approach, and to maintain alignment between the two metrics documents, we encourage California to adopt Table X as well. 

The TSC would like to make additional recommendations or changes to the following sections: 

· Section 6.3: We are in support of operations, prioritizing the need for well assessments by creating an inventory of each agricultural well, based on testing history, age of the well, well depth, and additionally evaluating application method and use of the water. This inventory would include risk ranking the well, and scheduling a certified well professional to review the well components if the well was determined to be compromised, based on total coliforms and generic E. Coli testing and a history of shock chlorinating. 
There should be a qualifier for the 3rd party inspection that is being proposed and it should be based on historical testing and if the well has been shocked treated. The TSC is in support of a verification that the
well is not compromised, and the components are operating correctly after a failure in the system.  The TSC has offered language adding the well inspection to corrective actions on lines 728-735.  

The TSC prefers a risk-based approach, rather than a 5-year timeline on scheduling a 3rd party inspection without risk being evaluated.  This would allow a phased approach to evaluating the wells that are having problems, instead of requiring all wells to receive a potentially costly inspection without the wells being identified as high risk. This risk-based approach would follow evaluating the depth of the well, considering that older, shallow wells are potentially evaluated as higher risk based on historical testing results. 

The group also felt that if a rolling inspection schedule was implemented instead of the risk-based approach offered above, it would be a longer time(>5 years) between Well inspections. A potential example would be 5 years for a moderate to high risk well, and 10 years for a low risk well based on the operations well inventory assessment. 

· The group is in support of presenting more data into the process to justify the new water testing requirements for wells.  The TSC is supportive of focusing more on the integrity of wells in use and moving the industry forward on evaluating wells but to support proposed water testing requirements, we would want to see more information on how this was developed. A phased approach could be implemented here to accommodate for not previously testing for total coliforms on wells. 

· 6.3.2: The group felt that more grower data would help in the refinement of this portion of the document related to corrective action procedures for flushing, shocking and testing requirements.  Also reiterating as above that the group wanted more grower data in determining what testing requirements should be implemented, which would impact on this area as well.  

· TSC would like to emphasize the importance of training in inspecting well components to ensure the integrity of them.  This would lessen the burden of cost on having 3rd party well inspectors, allowing companies to complete the well inspections in-house, if additional training was provided. 

· Section 6.4: The TSC would like clarification that “flushing” be defined as continuing to run water after non-synthetic products applications have ended. Not to be defined as removing sprinkler plugs at the end of the pipes after irrigation.  We are in support of not allowing the products to sit in the pipes and using water to flush out the system after products have been applied.  TSC provided language updates to this change on lines 764-768. 

· Section 6.7.2: The TSC would like to ensure that the distinct system language on lines 799-803 allows for duplicative systems to be used as the current metrics interpretation follows.  Growers can perform validations of their systems and utilize those validations to use the treatment systems across different ranches without having to do multiple initial assessments on systems that are similar(e.g. same source, sanitizer or treatment process).  Growers should evaluate these system parameters during their assessments, considering differences in water sources, ranches and adjacent land use.  One option to provide clarity here is modifying the glossary term language “agricultural water treatment system.” Another option is to expand in the Appendix descriptive language that includes examples of when more than 1 initial assessment would need to be conducted for identical systems.

· Section 6.7.2: The TSC believes the initial assessment should be repeated every season, even if no changes have been made to the system, therefore we recommend removing lines 805-806.

· Section 6.7.2: Lines 813-816, there is confusion with this bullet that the group feels different language could clarify.  We think the bullet refers to the actual irrigation event and the time at which samples should be collected; however, some interpretation included the location of where the samples should be

collected in the field.  The TSC is also supportive of residual monitoring, but allowing the operation to determine the timing of those measurements after the system has stabilized. 

· Section 6.7.3: Lines 842-843, and Table 2D, remove “do not use the water.” This is not practical in the field during the irrigation event, and as current metrics allow the operation to conduct corrective actions on-site during the treatment to find the failure and fix the problem. Operations can follow their company specific SOPs that lay out their corrective actions that could include “if deemed necessary, conduct microbiological testing to verify the corrective action was effective.” 

· Table 2F Level 1 Assessment: The TSC is not in support of moving all samples to non-detect generic E. Coli. This would continue to allow for one single sample max of <10mpn generic E. Coli variance that can occur in the system during water treatment. 

· We support conducting a poll during the webinar to capture stakeholder support or opposition to the proposed change, allowing the water subgroup to effectively consider the feedback.
The Arizona LGMA Technical Subcommittee values the open and transparent review process facilitated by Western Growers. We appreciate the opportunity to participate, thoroughly evaluate these metrics and provide recommendations prior to finalizing any changes.  We look forward to continuing through this process and implementing meaningful updates that strengthen food safety practices across the industry. 
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