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Panel Members 

• Parry Klassen, Executive Director, ESJWQC 

• Tess Dunham, Legal Counsel to ESJWQC 

• Michael L. Johnson, PhD., Consultant to 
ESJWQC 

• Patrick Brown, PhD., UC Davis Department of 
Plant Sciences 



Overview of Panel Presentation 

1. Overview of the ESJWQC area & member 
demographics 

2. ESJWQC implementation of the Irrigated Lands 
Program 

a. Surface water successes 

b. Farm Evaluation & Nitrogen Reporting 

c. Education & Outreach Activities 

3. Cost implications of the draft order 

4. Policy implications of the draft order 

 



Coalition Overview 

• In operation since 2003 

• 3,563 Landowner / operators 

• 698,354 irrigated acres 
• Madera, Merced, Stanislaus, Tuolumne, 

Mariposa counties 

• Average size of member operation 
• 198.53 acres 

• Electronic reporting 
• 17% [607 members] 

• Paper reporting 
• 83% [2,956 members] 



East San Joaquin Coalition Region 







Exceedances of  
Water Quality Limits 

Constituent Group 2008 2014 

Field Parameter 198 184 

Bacteria 86 12 

Nutrients 48 8 

Metals 19 14 

Pesticides 56 6 

Water Column Toxicity 66 21 

Sediment Toxicity 11 3 

Total 484 248 



Exceedances as a Percentage of 
All Water Samples 

• 2008: 3460 total samples 
• 2014: 1893 total samples 

• 2008: 459 total samples 
• 2014: 155 total samples 

• Since 2004, ESJWQC has collected 80,880 samples 



Iterative Process for Addressing 
Surface Water Problems 

 



Results of ESJ Efforts   
Completion of Management Plans 

• From 2012-2016, 78 management plans completed 
1. 3 years of no exceedances 

2. Demonstrate implementation of effective practices 

3. Petition Regional Board for plan completion 

4. EO approves completion in writing 

• Continue surface water sampling 







ESJ Farm Evaluation Surveys 

• Requirement for all members (schedule and frequency 
dependent on specified factors) 

• Responses collected at the field level 
• Approximately 923,700 records (2015) 

• All responses submitted to Regional Board on the 
township level 

• Responses are used for:  
• BMP implementation tracking  

• Trigger for Sediment and Erosion Control Plans 

• Member outreach (e.g., annual member report, annual meetings) 

 



Image of grower fields  translated to survey responses 



Survey Responses Stored In a Relational Database 

• Data is entered through 
a data entry form to 
associate survey 
responses to enrolled 
parcel information 
 

• Data stored in a 
relational database 



Individual records are summarized in Annual Reports 
This grower had: 

•  2 Management Units (13 parcels) 
• Two crops – almonds and grapes 
• 848 acres 
• 336 individual records in the database per year 

Results are summarized as tables and graphs 





2013 2017 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 

2015 NMP Worksheets Mailed to Growers 
1/13/2015 

Growers with >60 acres complete 
NMP Worksheet 
3/1/2015 

NMP Worksheets 
Certified HV >60 acres 

3/1/2016 

2016 NMP Worksheets 
Mailed 
3/24/2016 

2016 NMP Worksheets Mailed 
3/24/2016 

NMP Worksheets Certified 
for HV <60 
3/1/2017 

RB Submittal of NMP 
Worksheet/Summary Report 

4/11/2013 

RB Response Letter 
6/14/2013 

2nd Submittal of NMP Worksheet 
12/18/2014 

NMP Worksheet Approved 
12/23/2014 

Timeline for NMP Worksheet Development 

Regional Board Action/Deadline 

Grower Requirements 

Mailing to Growers 





2013 2016 Apr Aug Dec 2014 Aug Dec 2015 Aug Dec 2016 

NMP TAWG development 

3/13/2015 

NMP Summary Report 
Submittal 

11/18/2015 NMP TAWG Study Plan 
Submittal 

12/18/2015 

NMP Summary Reports 
HV >60 Mailed 

2/18/2016 

RB Submittal of NMP 
Worksheet/Summary Report 

4/11/2013 

RB Response Letter 

6/14/2013 

NMP Summary Report Approved 

12/23/2015 

NMP Summary Report 
Deadline 

3/1/2016 

NMP Summary Report Development Timeline 

Regional Board Action/Deadline 

Coalition Action 

Mailing to Growers 





Calculating Applied Nitrogen/Yield (A/Y) and  
Conversion to Applied Nitrogen/Removed Nitrogen (A/R) 

• Grower Supplied Information 
• Crop 
• Acreage 
• Nitrogen (N) applied (pounds per acre) 
• A/Y Ratio (A = N applied, Y = yield) 
• Unit of yield 
 

• Coalition Conversion of Grower Information 
• Divide A/Y by N applied to get Yield 
• Convert Yield to pounds (if not already reported as pounds) 
• Multiply Yield by N removal converter (per CDFA guidance values) 

to obtain the pounds of N removed  
• Divide N applied per acre by N removed per acre to get A/R ratio 



Township Aggregation of  
NMP Summary Reports 



Outreach on NMP Results 

1. Mail A/R conversion to all reporting members 
prior to next crop year 

a. Growers results plotted in comparison to like 
crops, in same geographic area 

b. Provide additional information on crop specific N 
management 



Outreach to “Outliers” 

1. Year 1 
a. Compare “outliers’” A and R to members growing 

the same crops 

b. Provide additional information on crop specific N 
management 

2. Year 2 
a. Direct outreach/individual member meeting 

b. Review Farm Evaluation responses 

3. Year 3 
a. Potential consultation with Regional Board 

 

 





Education & Outreach Activities 

• Annual Member Meetings 
• WDR Updates 

• Presentation by CCAs on Nitrogen management 

• Irrigation and Fertigation Efficiency 

Year Attendees # Meetings 

2016 (to date) 1,938 6 

2015 2,960 15 

2014 2,831 15 





Annual Coalition Costs 

• Surface water monitoring program 

• Implementation of Farm Evaluation 
requirements 

• Implementation of NMP requirements 
• Number of staff needed to work with growers 

• This is based on application of requirement to 1200 
growers versus potential application to 4000 

• Annual Report 



Anticipated Coalition Cost Increases 
Not Including Grower Direct Costs 

• 2016 Budget: $3.1 Million 
• Per Acre Cost to Grower: $3.75 

 

• New Order Budget: $3.7 Million 
• 19% Increase 

• Per Acre Cost to Grower: $5.00 

 

• Does not factor in potential State Board fee increase 





Major Issues of Concern with 
Proposed Revisions 

• Fails to recognize realities of farming i.e.,  
 maintains expectation that water quality objectives can be met 

under all circumstances 

• Fails to recognize need for alternative compliance pathways 
 Fails to acknowledge extensive planning efforts underway through 

CVSALTS 

• Eliminates Coalition flexibility by eliminating vulnerability 
distinctions 

• Mandates public reporting of field level information 

• Makes a landlord/tenant issue into an irrigated lands issue 



Impact of Eliminating 
Vulnerability Designation 

• Imposes member requirements based on size of 
operation versus location 

• Results in increased administrative burdens 

• Eliminates ESJWQC flexibility to address highest priority 
areas first 

 Recommendations  
 1) Eliminate phasing of reporting requirement by acreage size 
 of operation 
2) Allow ESJWQC flexibility to phase in reporting requirements based on     
priority areas 
 a.  Quality of groundwater 
 b.  Location as compared to DACs & DUCs 







Public Reporting of Field Level 
Information Not Necessary 

• Regional Board maintains all existing authority 

• Regional Board may inspect grower operations at 
anytime 

• Regional Board may inspect/audit Coalition records at 
anytime 

Recommendations  
 1)  Require Coalition records to be audited at least annually   
 by Regional Board 
2)  Audit certain percentage of grower records annually 



Domestic Well Monitoring is a 
Landlord/Tenant Issue 

• Quality of drinking water from domestic wells is a public 
health issue (state and/or local) 

• Requirement to monitoring domestic wells through 
irrigated lands program only reaches a small percentage 
of domestic wells 

• Administrative burden on ESJWQC to gather all such 
samples is HUGE 

 Recommendations 
1) Change law to mandate such sampling by all domestic 

well owners, or require County’s to adopt ordinances 
2) At the very least, make requirement direct between 

grower and Regional Board – eliminate ESJWQC role  



www.esjcoalition.org 
 

 


