
APPENDIX A:  Pine Creek Management Practices Survey 
 
The management practice survey for Pine Creek occurred in three phases starting in January 
2006 and ending in February 2009. The goal was to identify, evaluate and document 
management practices that were specific and appropriate to activities and operations within the 
watershed. A monitoring site was established for Pine Creek at Gianella Road to determine the 
effectiveness of those practices in ensuring water quality objectives. Pine Creek is currently 
under management plans for E. coli and chlorpyrifos. 
 
Phase I consisted of surveying the portion of Pine Creek that was in Butte County (see Figure 
1). Actual on-site inspections of the drainage and farms were performed by the Butte County 
staff. Phase II required going into Tehama County to map, inspect and survey the parcels near 
the headwaters of Pine Creek. All information in the Pine Creek Management Practices Survey 
were transferred to a geographical information system (GIS) as part of the Phase III operations.  
 
Figures 2 and 3 shows more detailed maps for the Phase II activities. Part of the Phase II 
activities included finding discharge points from irrigated areas to Pine Creek itself (Figure 4). 
Due to limited resources, priority was given to transferring all of the management practice data 
from spreadsheets to the GIS system to create visual layers. The Tehama County information is 
in the database, but Tehama lacked GIS capabilities and resources. A summary of the 
management practices observed for the Tehama portion of Pine Creek (Phase II) is attached as 
Exhibit E. 
 
The table below lists the percentage of sites observed using specific management practices 
compared to all inspected Pine Creek sites. The surveyed area has multiple agricultural crop 
types which includes orchard, field crops and range land. Since different agricultural crops utilize 
different management practices, the stated percentage is an average representation and highly 
generalized. 
 
Pine Creek Summary of Management Practices Survey 

Management Practice  
Percent of sites surveyed 

with practice1 

Irrigation management practices  
Drip system 17% 
Micro sprinkler system 30% 
Retention pond 30% 
Closed system 39% 
Reclaimed surface water 31% 

Runoff management practices  
Constructed levees or berms adjacent to creek 83% 
Discharge controls 43% 
Filter strip/buffer 43% 

Pesticide application  
Nozzle calibration 86% 
IPM practices 91% 

Nutrient management 38% 
1  Exceeds 100% per category due to multiple system use at a site.  
 



 
Attached: 

Figure 1.  Pine Creek, Phase 1 Survey Area 
Figure 2.  Pine Creek, Detailed map 
Figure 3.  Pine Creek, Survey boundaries 
Figure 4.  Pine Creek, Field discharge points and discharge points to creek 
Exhibit E: Inspection Report for Pine Creek  including management practices observed 

(Observations/Notes on page 2) 
 

 



Figure 1: Pine Creek, Phase I Survey Area 
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Figure 3: Pine Creek, Survey boundaries 

Figure 2: Pine Creek, Detailed Map 



 
 

Figure 4. Pine Creek, Field discharge points and discharge points to creek 









 
APPENDIX B:  Walker Creek Watershed Best Management 

Practices (BMP) Evaluation 
 
The Walker Creek Management Practices Survey was started in January 2006 and completed 
by May 2008. Glenn County staff became knowledgeable and proficient with geographical 
information systems (GIS) and presented their final report showing different information layers to 
the Regional Water Board’s Technical Issues Committee in August 2008. Inspections of all sites 
within the watershed were performed. All information was transferred to a GIS database.  In 
addition, a Farm Site Self-Assessment form was sent to all growers within the watershed to 
provide additional information not readily visible during the site evaluation.  This information 
would be available if additional outreach was necessary. 
 
A Sacramento Valley Water Quality Coalition Group monitoring site for Walker Creek was 
established in 2005 and sampling continued to determine effectiveness of the observed 
management practices. In 2007, monitoring data for the Walker Creek site triggered a 
management plan requirement for chlorpyrifos when the 0.015 µg/L limit was exceeded twice in 
a three-month period. 
 
When the evaluation was completed, an active ingredient query was performed for all reported 
pesticides applied in the watershed during the evaluation time frame.  Results of the query 
indicated that the visual management practices observed in the watershed evaluation clearly 
have a beneficial effect on water quality.  It can also be pointed out that the most obvious 
management practice being employed by growers centers around the importance of pesticide 
use at the time of economic thresholds and the proper application of the selected materials 
according to labels and regulations.   
 
Attachment A is the Farm Site Self-Assessment form used by the Glenn County staff to 
generate information for additional outreach if necessary for the sub-watershed. 
Examples of the different layers that were created are shown in Figures 1 through 7. 
 
Attachment A:  Farm Site Self-Assessment  
Attachment B:  Layers in the Walker Creek ArcView Map (available information in GIS) 
Figure 1:  GIS layer showing Walker Creek Watershed (outlined in red) 
Figure 2:  GIS layer showing parcels surveyed (pink parcels) 
Figure 3:  GIS layer with surveyed parcels within ¼ mile of Walker Creek (pink with green 

outline) 
Figure 4:  GIS layer with Grower Information (surveyed parcel selected in green; inset shows 

field survey info) 
Figure 5:  GIS layer with Site Information (inset with site information including crop type, 

acreage) 
Figure 6:  GIS layer with surveyed parcels that applied chlorpyrifos between July and 

September 2007 (two exceedances of water quality objective during this period). 
Figure 7: GIS layer showing surveyed parcels with sprinkler irrigation (pink with green outline) 
 



 
Acres Surveyed:  27,128 (365 Sites) 

Management Practice  
Percent of sites inspected 
utilizing specific practices 

Irrigation Management Practices 98% 
Flood/Surface 74% 
Micro irrigation/Drip system 8% 
Sprinkler system 16% 

Runoff Management Practices  
Proper Grading 89% 
Constructed levees or berms  80% 
Vegetative buffer areas/filter strips 56% 
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Attachment A:  

FARM SITE 
SELF-ASSESSMENT 

          
Coalition for Urban/Rural Environmental Stewardship 

www.curesworks.org 
Grower 1        Acres:   

http://www.curesworks.org/�
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FARM SITE 
SELF-ASSESSMENT 

          

Handling and applying pesticides carries important responsibilities, not only for doing the best 
job possible to control insects and diseases, but also for limiting the potential for surface water 
contamination (off site movement).  Today, more than ever, public pressure and regulatory 
scrutiny is increasing on the activities we routinely perform on the farm. 
          

This site assessment is intended to assist growers in identifying practices or site characteristics 
that may lead to off site movement of farm inputs such as pesticides and nutrients. 
          

The questionnaire is intended only as a CONFIDENTIAL SELF-EVALUATION of your 
fields and practices. 
          

The authors suggest reviewing this site assessment with a Pest Control Advisor (PCA) or Farm 
Advisor who is familiar with your farm management and pest control practices. 
          
Coalition for Urban/Rural Environmental Stewardship 
          
          

Farm Site 
          
1)  Have you made a visual evaluation of the surrounding area and fields to assess the runoff potential (from 
irrigation or storm water) of a field prior to a pesticide spray application? 
          
Yes           
No 1         
          
2)  Prior to an application do you check weather conditions and ask questions such as “Is it too windy?” or “Will it 
rain later today or tomorrow”? 
          
Yes           
No           
          

 
3)  Prior to applying winter dormant sprays, what is the condition of your orchard floor? 

     
Acres This 

Year 
Acres Next 

Year    
Some Vegetation           
Vegetated Cover with Sprayed Berms         
No vegetation 
(disked)           
No vegetation (not disked)          
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4)  Do you contain runoff from your orchard(s) during winter storms and after dormant sprays, preventing runoff 
from entering nearby waterways? 
          
Yes           
No           
No runoff on property          
          
5)  What type(s) of practices are used to lessen storm runoff from fields into ditches, canals or streams that flow 
into nearby rivers. 

     
Acres This 

Year 
Acres Next 

Year    
Vegetative Filter Strips Around Edges         
Grass Row Centers           
Tailwater Return System          
None            
          

6)  In the past two years, have you practiced any mitigation measures (checking weather conditions, i.e. avoided 
spraying on windy days or when rainfall is imminent, checking droplet size/calibrating nozzles, maintaining setback 
zones) to reduce drift of pesticides to non-target areas? 
          
Yes           
No           
          
7)  Have you been informed of methods to reduce the potential of pesticides being carried into ditches, 
canals or streams that feed into nearby rivers?  
          
Yes           
No           

 

Pest Management 
          
1)  Are pesticides used only when insect scouting or PCA indicates they are necessary? 
          
Yes           
No           
          
2)  Are populations of pests and beneficials considered when making pest management decisions? 
          
Yes           
No           
          
3)  Are economic thresholds (when applicable) considered when making pest management decisions? 
          
Yes           
No           
          

4)  Are UCIPM guidelines and/or other IPM information considered when making pest management decisions? 
          
Yes           
No           
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5)  If you have an orchard near a sensitive waterway or with drainage to waterways, have you or your PCA 
considered alternative strategies to using diazinon or chlorpyrifos (Lorsban) in your spray program either during the 
dormant or growing season? 
          
Yes           
No           
          
6)  Do you normally spot treat pest-infested areas or treat an entire field to prevent further infestation? 
          
Decision based on many 
variables         
Spot-treat only          
Treat whole field always         
          
7)  Are chemical rotation and insect resistance management considered in the decision to use a pesticide? 
          
Yes           
No           
          
8)  Is the most environmentally benign pesticide that is effective against a pest used after considering the factors in 
question 7? 
          
Yes           
No           
          

9)  Is crop rotation used to avoid buildup of pest populations? 
          
Yes           
No           
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Pesticide Mixing / Loading / Storage 
          
1)  What is the surface where pesticide or fertilizer mixing/loading takes place? 
          
Concrete or asphalt pad that drains to a central sump       
Concrete or asphalt pad         
Field           
Soil or gravel          
Hard packed or paved road         
          
2)  What is the minimum distance between any pesticide or fertilizer mixing/loading area and any ditches, canals or 
streams that feed into nearby rivers? 
          
Less than 20 feet          
Between 20 and 100 feet         
More than 100 feet          
          
3)  What is the minimum distance between any pesticide or fertilizer mixing/loading area and any deep well 
locations? 
          
Less than 20 feet          
Between 20 and 100 feet         
More than 100 feet          
          
4)  Is the sprayer checked for cracked or broken hoses and is the drain plug in place prior to filling the tank? 
          
Yes           
No           
          
5)  Is the tank filled to overflowing? 
          
Yes           
No           
          
6)  How do you prevent tank overfilling? 
          
Stop when it foams over         
Keep a close watch          
          
7)  Do you use an airgap between the fill tube and the tank? 
          
Yes           
No           
          
8)  During mixing and loading how full is the tank prior to the addition of chemicals? 
          
One-third to one-half full         
Two-thirds full          
Full           
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Pesticide Mixing / Loading / Storage (continued) 
          
9)  Is someone present during pesticide or fertilizer mixing/loading operations to watch for spills and other mishaps 
and to take corrective action? 
          
Present entire time          
Present most of the time         
Start filling, leave and return after set time        
          

10)  Are you and your employees aware of the necessary corrective action when a spill occurs? 
          
Yes           
No           
          
11)  Do you use a closed system when required? 
          
Yes           
No           
          
12)  Do your pesticide and fertilizer storage areas have spill containment capability to protect from runoff into any 
nearby surface waters? 
          
Yes           
No           
          
13)  What type of floors are in your pesticide and fertilizer storage areas? 
          
Impermeable surface with curbs (coated or sealed concrete is best)      
Impermeable surface without curbs, no 
cracks        
Impermeable surface with curbs, some 
cracks        
Permeable surface          
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Sprayer Equipment and Spraying 
          
1)  How often is spray equipment calibrated? 
          
Prior to each application         
Once per month          
Once per year          
Never           
          
 
2)  Are spray nozzles adjusted to match the crop canopy profile? 
          
Yes           
No           
          
3)  When spraying young orchards, are top nozzles shut off to minimize overspray and conserve materials? 
          
Yes           
No           
          
4)  Are outside nozzles shut off when spraying outer rows next to sensitive sites? 
          
Yes           
No           
          
5)  In the past two years, what type of sprayer(s) did you use for orchard or row crop application(s)? 
          
Electronic controlled sprayer nozzles (e.g. Smart Sprayer)      
Conventional Airblast          
Aerial           
          
6)  Are nozzles used that provide the largest effective droplet size in order to minimize drift? 
          
Yes           
No           
          
7)  How many acres of dormant pesticides are applied with ground equipment? 
          

Acres This 
Year 

Acres Next 
Year         

            
          
          
8)  Have you been informed through your PCA, farm input supplier or grower meetings about recent changes in the 
Diazinon label that no longer allow for aerial applications? 
          
Yes           
No           
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Sprayer Equipment and Spraying (continued) 
          
9)  How many acres sprayed with dormant pesticides are within 100' upslope of any surfacewater, including ag 
ditches? 
          

Acres This 
Year 

Acres Next 
Year         

            
          
 
10)  Are the first 3 rows closest to waterbodies sprayed only when wind is blowing away from the waterbodies? 
Yes           
No           
          
11)  Are air blast applications made only when wind is between 3-10 mph as measured with an anemometer on the 
side nearest and upwind from a sensitive site? 
          
Yes           
No           
          

Sprayer Cleanup and Container Disposal 
          
1)  How do you dispose of rinsate from your sprayer(s)? 
          
Mix with water and reapply to field         
Store in hazardous waste container        
In field, not prone to runoff, that can be 
disked        
In field, more than 150 feet from surface waters       
In field, less than 150 feet from surface 
waters        
          
2)  Where do you clean spray application equipment? 
          
On a mixing/loading pad         
On application site (rinseate re-applied to field)       
More than 300 feet from surface waters        
More than 150 feet from surface waters        
Less than 150 feet from surface waters        
          
3)  How do you handle empty pesticide containers? 
          
Triple rinsed, taken to landfill or recycling handler       
Triple rinsed, then put on burn 
pile         
Put on burn pile          
          
4)  Do you clean up pesticide and fertilizer spills promptly? 
          
Yes           
No           
          



 

  9 

 

Runoff Management 
          
1)  Is vegetation planted or allowed to grow in and along drainage ditches to trap sediment? 
          
Yes           
No           
          
2)  Do you maintain vegetated filter strips at least 10' wide downslope of cropped areas that are adjacent to and 
within 100' of sensitive aquatic sites? 
          
Yes           
No           
          
3)  Are orchard dormant applications made when soil moisture is at field capacity and/or when a storm event likely 
to produce runoff is forecast to occur within 48 hours after application? 
          
Yes           
No           
          
4)  Are appropriate slopes, tillage, furrow lengths, and irrigation set times used to optimize irrigation efficiency and 
reduce runoff? 
          
Yes           
No           
          

5)  Do you use drainage basins (sediment ponds) or wetlands to capture and retain runoff for at least 72 hours? 
          
Yes           
No           
          

6)  Are tailwater return systems utilized to recirculate and reapply irrigation runoff to other fields? 
          
Yes           
No           
          
7)  Is Polyacrylamide (PAM) used to increase water infiltration, and reduce furrow erosion and sediment levels in 
runoff? 
          
Yes           
No           
          

8)  Are irrigations scheduled according to actual moisture levels or by the calendar? 
          
Yes           
No           
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Nutrient Management 
          
1)  Prior to planting are soil samples taken to determine amounts of nutrients currently present in the soil? 
          
Yes           
No           
          
2)  Are fertilizer applications based on crop needs and past crop production versus production goals? 
          
Yes           
No           
          
3)   Are plant tissue samples taken mid to late season to determine the plant's fertilizer needs? 
          
Yes           
No           
          
4)  Is nitrogen supplied in excess of total crop needs? 
          
Yes           
No           
          
5)  Are fertilizers placed where maximum plant uptake can occur? 
          
Yes           
No           
          
6)  When injecting fertilizer into irrigation water are proper backflow devices installed? 
          
Yes           
No           
          
7)  Before application are applicators made aware of any sensitive areas that need to be avoided during 
application? 
          
Yes           
No           
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Manure Management 
          
1)  Do you currently make applications of manure to your irrigated land? 
          
Yes           
No           
          
2)  Who is most responsible for making decisions about the application of manure for your operation?  (Please 
check only one) 
          
Owner           
Employee           
Other           
          
 
3)   Who actually applies the manure for your operation?  (Please check only one) 
          
Owner           
Employee           
Contractor           
Other           
          
4)  Please check all the manure types that your agricultural operation has applied in the past 5 years. 
          
Dairy           
Chicken           
Other           
          
5)  Please check all the manure types that your agricultural operation will likely apply in the next 5 years. 
          
Dairy           
Chicken           
Other           
          
6)  What is the average rate per acre of manure that you apply annually? 
          
Dairy           
Chicken           
Other           
          
7)  Within your agriculture operation, do you see a trend away from the use of manure? 
          
Yes           
No           
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Manure Management (continued) 
          

8)  How much, if at all, has manure degraded surface water quality in your area? 
          
A lot           
A little           
None           
Unknown           
          
9)  How close are surface water ways (creeks, drains, irrigation ditches or canals, etc) to the fields where you apply 
manure? 
          
Adjacent           
Very close (< 100 ft)          
Close (< 300 ft)          
Distant (> 300 ft)          
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Continuing Education 
          
1)  Have you read the Stewardship Bulletin “Orchard Practices for Protecting Surface Water”? 
          
Yes           
No           
          
2)  Is the Stewardship Bulletin “Orchard Practices for Protecting Surface Water” available to handlers and 
equipment operators at the application site during all application activities? 
          
Yes           
No           
          
3)  Which of the following management practices (sometimes referred to as “Best Management Practices” or 
“BMPs”) do you most frequently implement to protect surface water quality?  (Check all that apply) 
          
Soil Nutrient Analysis          
Nutrient Management Plan         
Vegetated Ditches / Grass Swales        
Agronomist's Advice          
Commodity-Specific Training Sessions        
CCA Fertilizer Recommendation         
Tailwater Return System         
PCA Recommendation         
Sprayer Calibration          
Laser Leveling          
          
4)  If you are not already implementing the “BMPs” listed in question #9 above that are applicable to your 
operation, why not? 
          
Convinced it will not work         
Lack of available equipment         
Cost of implementation         
Lack of knowledge (for example, engineering)        
Not applicable to my situation         
Other           
          
5)  Are you interested in participating in a BMP effectiveness study if your expenses are covered? 
          
Yes           
No           
          
6)  Are you interested in receiving a free on-site consultation to identify potential BMPs that might be useful for your 
operation? 
          
Yes           
No           
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Continuing Education (continued) 
          

Have you attended or completed the following?      
          
7)  NRCS, UCCE, or other Farm Water Quality training 
          
Yes           
No           
Completed           
          
8)  NRCS or UCCE Farm Water Quality Plan 
          
Yes           
No           
Completed           
          
9)  Erosion control training 
          
Yes           
No           
Completed           
          
10)  Irrigation management training 
          
Yes           
No           
Completed           
          
11)  Pest management training 
          
Yes           
No           
Completed           
          
12)  Other training (identify) 
          
                    
                    
                    
                    

 

 
 
 
 
 





 

   

Attachment B 
 

Layers in the Walker Creek ArcView Map 
 
NovDec2007 – contains sites that applied pesticides between November 19 and December 19, 
2007.  This was based upon a request by the Colusa-Glenn subwatershed due to an aquatic 
toxicity during the storm season sample taken in December.   
 
Glyphosate2007 – contains sites that applied glyphosate in 2007.  Used for demonstration of 
how this program can be used to target particular types of growers for outreach purposes.   
 
ChlorpyrifosJuly_Sept_2007 – contains sites that applied chlorpyrifos between July 19 and 
September 19, 2007.  This was based upon a request from the Colusa Glenn sub-watershed 
because of 2 consecutive exceedances of chlorpyrifos.   
 
PLS_WC – contains Section, Township, and Range information in the Walker Creek watershed 
area. 
 
Alfalfa – contains all alfalfa fields located within the WalkerCreek watershed.  Used for 
demonstration of how this program can be used to target particular types of growers for 
outreach purposes. 
 
monitoring_points – contains sampling locations. 
 
WalkerCreek Watershed – contains the boundary to the Walker Creek watershed. 
 
Walker_Creek – contains an outline of Walker Creek, North Fork of Walker Creek and South 
Fork of Walker Creek. 
 
taxparcl selection – contains boundaries of the tax parcels located within the Walker Creek 
watershed. 
 
field_survey – contains all fields surveyed for the BMP evaluation. 
 
Not_surveyed – contains all fields not surveyed in the BMP evaluation.  This could be because 
the collective field size for that grower was less than 10 acres or because the field was not 
accessible.   
 
Non-Attributed – contains all areas of the watershed that the county does not have a pesticide 
use permit.  These areas could be rangeland, urban areas, habitat, organic fields, etc.  Surveys 
were not performed in these areas.   
 
Organic_fields – contains sites that are organic according to the county’s organic registration 
information.  This helped staff determine where there were gaps in the survey information. 
 
nonattparcels – contains the parcel layer cut to match the Non-Attributed layer.   
 
Streams – contains stream information for Glenn County.  This layer was used to cut the Walker 
Creek layer.   
 
Roads – contains Glenn County roads. 



 

   

 
pu_request_april – contains sites that applied any pesticide for 30 days prior to the sampling 
event on April 17, 2007 within the watershed from County Road 33 to the sampling  location on 
County Road 48.   
 
Fields selection – contains all sites in the permitting program utilized in Glenn County.  This 
gave staff a basis of fields to be surveyed and growers to be contacted. 
 
Topo – contains topography layers for the Walker Creek area. 
 
Sid – contains the image layers for the Walker Creek area. 
 
Mosaic – contains black and white images for Glenn County. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 1: GIS layer showing Walker Creek Watershed (outlined in red) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 2: GIS layer showing parcels surveyed (pink) 



Figure 3: GIS layer with surveyed parcels within ¼ mile of Walker Creek (pink with green outline) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Figure 4: GIS layer with Grower Information (surveyed parcel selected in green; inset shows field survey info 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 Figure 5: GIS layer with Site Information (inset with site information including crop type, acreage) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 6: GIS layer with surveyed parcels that applied chlorpyrifos 



 Figure 7: GIS layer showing survey parcels with sprinkler irrigation (pink with green outline) 

 
 
 



 
APPENDIX C:  Logan Creek Watershed Best Management 

Practices (BMP) Evaluation 
 
The Logan Creek Management Practices Survey was started in November 2007 and completed 
by February 2009. Logan Creek is fully contained within Glenn and Colusa Counties and 
discharges into the Colusa Basin Drain. This activity was possible through a Memorandum of 
Agreement the Glenn and Colusa County Agricultural Commissioners signed in October 2007 
and allowed by the MOU.1 
 
Attachment A is the Farm Site Self-Assessment form used by the Glenn County and Colusa 
County staff to generate information for additional outreach if necessary for the sub-watershed. 
Glenn County staff worked with Colusa County staff to perform the inspections for Logan Creek. 
Glenn County staff entered information into the database since resources and GIS expertise 
were limited in Colusa County. The difficulties and differences between the capabilities and 
resources in County Agricultural Commissioners will be more evident with any expansion of the 
Pilot Program. 
 
Logan Creek has management plans for E. Coli and total dissolved solids (TDS).  
 
As with the Walker Creek evaluation, an active ingredient query was performed for all reported 
pesticides applied in the Logan Creek watershed during the evaluation time frame.  Results of 
this query also indicated that the visual management practices observed in the watershed 
evaluation clearly have a beneficial effect on water quality.   
 
This management practice survey is very similar to the Walker Creek survey and GIS layers are 
basically the same. The Logan Creek Best Management Practices (BMP) Evaluation is available 
on the ILRP website at 
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/water_issues/irrigated_lands/ag_commissioners_pi
lot/logancreek_bmp_eval_2009june.pdf 
 
 
Acres Surveyed:  39,783 (455 Sites) 

Management Practice  
Percent of sites inspected 
utilizing specific practices 

Irrigation Management Practices 99% 
Flood/Surface 84% 
Micro irrigation/Drip system 4% 
Sprinkler system 2% 

Runoff Management Practices  
Proper Grading 95% 
Constructed levees or berms  90% 
Vegetative buffer areas/filter strips 16% 

 
                                            
1 The 2007 MOU states “the two counties may undertake activities related to this MOU throughout the 

Sacramento River Basin.” 

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/water_issues/irrigated_lands/ag_commissioners_pilot/logancreek_bmp_eval_2009june.pdf
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/water_issues/irrigated_lands/ag_commissioners_pilot/logancreek_bmp_eval_2009june.pdf


APPENDIX D:  Honcut Creek Management Practice Survey and 
Monitoring Site Evaluation 
 
The Honcut Creek Management Practices Survey was started in February 2009 and was 
completed March 2010. The delay was due to transferring all survey and inspection information 
to the GIS. As part of the Management Practices Survey, the possible monitoring sites were 
examined by the Butte County Agricultural Commissioner staff to determine if the sites were 
accessible, representative of agricultural discharges, and did not have other interfering factors 
like urban or industrial discharges near the sites. 
 
The Honcut Creek survey covered 8.7 miles of the creek in which 28 agricultural parcels were 
surveyed. Some survey conclusions for Honcut Creek regarding agricultural operations and 
observed management practices are listed below. The percentages listed should be considered 
averages since the area covered multiple agricultural crops with different management 
practices. 

 71%  of  the  agricultural  land  surveyed  has  been  leveledd 71% of the agricultural land surveyed has been levele
 64%  had  constructed  levees  or  berms  adjacent  the  creekk 64% had constructed levees or berms adjacent the cree
 64%  had  vegetative  buffer  areas  or  filter  strips  in  place,  varying  in  width  from  ~10  to+100  

feet.   
64% had vegetative buffer areas or filter strips in place, varying in width from ~10 to+100
feet.

 16%  had  some  kind  of  discharge  control  devise  or  featuress 16% had some kind of discharge control devise or feature
--  33%%  hhaadd  nnoo  oobbsseerrvvaabbllee  ddiisscchhaarrggee  ppooiinnttss  
--  2288%%  hhaadd  ddiisscchhaarrggee  ccoonnttrrooll  ddeevviicceess  oorr  ffeeaattuurreess  ooff  ssoommee  kkiinndd  
--  7711%%  hhaadd  nnoo  ddiisscchhaarrggee  ccoonnttrrooll    

 32%  had  irrigation  retention  /  recharge  pond  areas  or  diversion  ditchess 32% had irrigation retention / recharge pond areas or diversion ditche
 58%  had  metered  irrigation  systems   58% had metered irrigation systems

--  2299%%  sstteeeell  hheeaadd  iimmppaacctt  sspprriinnkklleerrss  
--    2299%%  mmiiccrroo  sspprriinnkklleerrss    
--  00%%  ddrriipp  ssyysstteemm  
--  3399%%  ggrraavviittyy--ffeedd  

 
Appendix D contains material from the Honcut Creek Management Practice Survey, how it was 
used for compliance, and information on the monitoring site evaluations.  
 
Figure 1: Parcels adjacent to Honcut Creek that were surveyed 
Figure 2: Example of survey documents linked to parcel 
Figure 3: Parcels along Honcut Creek reviewed for subwatershed membership 
Figure 4: Parcels from Central Valley Water Board 13267 list 
Figure 5: Parcels with permits for rice only pesticides 
Attachment E. Inspection Report for Honcut Creek proposed monitoring site  



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 1. Parcels adjacent to Honcut Creek that were surveyed 



 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 2: Example of survey documents linked to parcel 



 
 
 

Figure 3. Parcels along Honcut Creek reviewed for subwatershed membership 



 
 
 

Figure 4: Parcels from Central Valley Water Board 13267 list 



 
 
 

Figure 5: Parcels with permits for rice only pesticides 



Agricultural Commissioner of Butte County 
05-183-150-0 

 
Exhibit E 

Inspection /Investigation Report 
 

Page 1 of 2 

 
Butte County Agricultural Commissioner 
Performed for Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board 

Property Owner/Contact(s): Butte County, 
Sacramento Valley water Quality Coalition 
 
Phone Number:       530-538-7381 
 
 
 

Location (address, parcel number, GPS 
coordinates) 

Huncut Creek  proposed monitoring site 

Lat:    N   39’19.037   

Long: W 121’ 35.736 (taken at the entrance to the site) 

Date of inspection: 

      05/30/08 

Start Time 
    1:30pm 

End Time 
  530pm 

Inspected by: 
                     Robert Hill 

Reason for inspection:    Exhibit A, Scope of Work Task 3A 
Inspect sample points designated in the Sacramento Valley water Quality Coalition Monitoring 
Plan. 
Crop/livestock/location/acreage/irrigation method: NA 
Crop/livestock   NA Location    NA Acreage   NA Irrigation Method  NA 

Observations/Notes 
Four possible Huncut Creek watershed sample sites were evaluated: 
Public access to these sites was the primary limiting factor and is only available from Lower Huncut Road and 
Highway 70 

1. Wyandotte Creek tributary at Lower Huncut Road:  wet, heavily vegetated, no observable flow. 
2. Wyman Ravine tributary at Lower Huncut Road: heavily vegetated, marginal flow 
3. South Huncut Creek at Highway 70: Dry 
4. North Huncut Creek at Highway 70: good access, depth and flow 

 
North Huncut Creek at Highway 70 is likely the best location evaluated.  Together with South Huncut Creek they form 
the main water course that drains the south east agricultural area of Butte County. Including Natchez Creek, they also 
form the boundary between Butte and Yuba County. 
 
Access to the site is along a dirt road that runs parallel to the east side of Highway 70 and an orchard boundary which 
appears to be within the highway easement/ right of way. 
 
North and South Huncut Creek merge and enter the Feather River about 11/2 miles southwest of the site. 
 
Tributaries to the North Huncut: Wyandotte Creek, Wyman Ravine, Wilson Creek, The Bangor Ditch and  
Swain Ravine all originate in Butte County. 
 
Tributaries to South Huncut from Yuba Co have not all been determined, they include: Praire Creek, and Natchez 
Creek. 
 
The tributaries of North and South Huncut Creek passes through many diverse land use categories  Including: 

• Moderately populated urban and suburban residential, industrial and mining areas. 
• Commercial orchard and rice land crop area. 
• Extensive range and grazing land. 

 
Wyman Ravine drains approximately 21,000 acres of mixed orchard, rice and grazing land. 
North Huncut, Wyandotte Creek, Wyman Ravine and Wilson Creek together drain about another 32,000 acres of 
grazing land, citrus and olive orchard.  
Together these creeks and ravines drain approximately 31,000 acres of urban/ residential land  and 
16,000 acres of foothill forest land prior to passing through the agricultural area. The total land drainage is 
approximately 100,000 acres. 
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APPENDIX E:  Freshwater Creek Watershed Best Management 

Practices (BMP) Evaluation 
 
The Freshwater Creek Best Management Practices Evaluation was started in November 2007 
and completed February 2009. Freshwater Creek is fully contained within Colusa County.  This 
activity built upon the previous coordination between the counties for the Logan Creek 
evaluation, and was used as a training exercise to incorporate other CACs in the ILRP process.   
 
As with the Walker Creek and Logan Creek evaluations, an active ingredient query was 
performed for all reported pesticides applied in the Freshwater Creek watershed during the 
evaluation time frame.  Results of this query also indicated that the visual management 
practices observed in the watershed evaluation clearly have a beneficial effect on water quality. 
 
Acres Surveyed:  19,789 (214 Sites) 

Management Practice  
Percent of sites inspected 
utilizing specific practices 

Irrigation Management Practices 96% 
Flood/Surface 73% 
Micro irrigation/Drip system 21% 
Sprinkler system 2% 

Runoff Management Practices  
Proper Grading 93% 
Constructed levees or berms  19% 
Vegetative buffer areas/filter strips 4% 

 
The following figures show what has been accomplished with the use of a GIS program and 
data collected from the management practice evaluation. 
 
Figure 1: Freshwater Creek Watershed 
Figure 2: Non-rice crops in the Freshwater Creek Watershed 
Figure 3: Orchards (almond, walnut) in the Freshwater Creek Watershed 
Figure 4: Irrigation management practices for orchards 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 1: Freshwater Creek Watershed 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 2: Non-rice crops in Freshwater Creek Watershed 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 4: Irrigation management practices for orchards 

Figure 3: Orchards (almond, walnut) in Freshwater Creek 



APPENDIX F:  Walker Creek Chlorpyrifos Outreach 
 
Walker Creek monitoring showed two exceedances for chlorpyrifos between July and 
September 2007. The Glenn County Agricultural Commissioner (CAC) staff worked with the 
Colusa-Glenn Subwatershed of the Sacramento Valley Water Quality Coalition Group to 
address and inform growers of the exceedances. 
 
The following items were submitted July 2009 and shows the collaboration between the Glenn 
CAC staff and the subwatershed. 












































