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Quality Coalition
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Panel Members

* Parry Klassen, Executive Director, ESJWQC
* Tess Dunham, Legal Counsel to ESJWQC

* Michael L. Johnson, PhD., Consultant to
ESIWQC

* Patrick Brown, PhD., UC Davis Department of
Plant Sciences
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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
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Coalition Overview

f
/

* |In operation since 2003 /' A East San Joaquin

+ 3,563 Landowner / operators &/ WATER QUALITY COALITION

* 698,354 irrigated acres ’ i |

* Madera, Merced, Stanislaus, Tuolumne,
Mariposa counties

* Average size of member operation
e 198.53 acres

e Electronic reporting
e 17% [607 members]

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




East San Joaquin Coalition Re

[[] Core sites

\ _ ]
Prame Flower: Draln @ Hydrology
Crows Landlng Rds M W S| o wajorciies

US& State Hwys

\‘ / S INIRS Zone 1 - Dry Creek @ Wellsford Rd Zone

Zone 2 - Prairie Flower Drain @ Crows Landing Rd Zone
Zone 3 - Highline Canal @ Hwy 99 Zone

Zone 4 - Merced River @ Santa Fe Zone

Zone 5 - Duck Slough @ Gurr Rd Zone

Zone 6 - Cottonwood Creek @ Rd 20 Zone

15
Miles

Source of Layers
Hydrology - NHD hydrodata, 1:24,000-scale, http:/inhd.usgs. gov/
Roads, highways, raiiroads, county boundary, city outiines -
Califomia Spatial Information Library.

Basemap, Shaded Relief - ESRI

Datum - NAD 1983

Date Prepared: 8/31/2015

ESJWQC Zone Boundaries ESIE

ESJWQC_2015_rpt
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Exceedances of
Water Quality Limits

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
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Exceedances as a Percentage of
All Water Samples

* Since 2004, ESJWQC has collected 80,880 samples

e 2008: 3460 total samples e 2008: 459 total samples
e 2014: 1893 total samples e 2014: 155 total samples

Applied Pesticides Applied Metals

9.0% -
8.0% -
7.0% -
6.0% -

5.0% -
4.0% -
3.0% -

2.0% -
| _ I
T T T T T T UU%

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014
Years Monitored WY Years Monitored WY

Percent Exceedance
Percent Exceedance




Iterative Process for Addressing
Surface Water Problems

ﬂuter
Quality \
ﬁ'

AV (PUR)

Sample & Test Pesticide Use Report
s a0

‘ wMapping
: \m
_Implement AR
Management T

;Oagl’l‘ruclices .y
_ a )

Identify
‘Grnwers

Individual
Contacts
(Assessment of
Management Practices)




Results of ESJ Efforts
Completion of Management Plans

* From 2012-2016, 78 management plans completed
1. 3 vyears 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
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Completed Management Plans

Toxicity

Pesticides
m Metals

Nutrients
M Bacteria

W Field
Parameters
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FARM EVALUATION &

NITROGEN REPORTING




ESJ Farm Evaluation Surveys

e 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

e Responses are used for:
e BMP implementation tracking

e Trigger for Sediment and Erosion Control Plans
e Member outreach (e.g., annual member report, annual meetings)
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Image of grower fields - translated to survey responses

Part B - Specific Field Evaluation
Pal-t E "> Fal'm I\Iap Member N.MF _Coatition Member 1D+ [N

1. Identity the Parcels and Fields that this lumy appllea to w chaclclng the bnx in the
(I\eep OIISlte " FOI IIISpeCtIOIl Plllposes OIIIY) flrst cotum besw High Vulnerablll!y is whan a palcal is \Mlhln an area ccvsrm bya Surfar_-u Water

- - 3 S : Managemant Plan. ) . N
Update map with well locations and surface water discharge points GW High Vulnerabilty is areas having potential for gr cor on

Legend High Vuénv:nhgw Parcel (APN) Field ID Acres Crop
X - In Use Well Locations :

A - Known Abandoned Well Locations

DP - Off Farm Surface Water Discharge Points

Almonds
Almonds
Almonds
Almonds
Almonds
Almonds
Almonds
Grapes
Grapes
Almonds
Grapes

s oo Almonds
- 3 K ~ Almonds
2. Irrigation Pracﬂ.c" (A secoﬂdmy system could be used for crop garmination, frost protection, crop

cooling, €1c.)  primary {check one} ndary (if applicable,

AR AR TAR AR

T Drp
Micro Sprinkler
Furfow

Crip

—  Micro Sprinkler
Furrow
Sprinkler
Border Strip

Sprinkier
Border Strip

041-024-015 / E1
¥/ - DAL:02409 /EL 2. Irrigation Practices for Managing Sediment and Erosion

i In-furrow dams are used to increase infiltration and settling out of sediment prior to entering the tail ditch.
& The time between pesticide applications and the next irrigation is lengthened as much as possible to
| mitigate runoff of pesticide residue.
} § Shorter irrigation runs are used with checks to manage and capture flows.
PAM (polyacrylamide) used in furrow and flood irrigated fields to help bind sediment and increase

1‘ infiltration.

". R Use drip or micro-irrigation to eliminate irrigation drainage.

- Use of flow dissipaters to minimize erosion at discharge point.
Tailwater Return System.
Catchment Basin.
Mo irrigation drainage due to field or soil conditions.
. Cultural Practices to Manage Sediment and Erosion

& 5torm water is captured using field borders,
[n]

Ci

0O O

Vegetated ditches are used to remove sediment as well as water soluble pestucudes phnsphate fertilizers
and some forms of nitrogen,

Vegetative filter strips and buffers are used to capture flows.
Sediment basins / holding ponds are used to settle out sedl icid.
pyrethroids from irrigation and storm runoff.
# Cover crops or native vegetation are used to reduce erasion,
i Hedgerows or trees are used to help stabilize soils and trap sediment movement.
S0il water penetration has been increased through the use of amendments, deep ripping and/or aeration.
| Crop rows are graded, directed and at a length that will optimize the use of rain and irrigation water.
Creek banks and stream banks have been stabilized.
Subsurface pipelines are used to channel runoff water.
Berms are constructed at low ends of fields to capture runoff and trap sediment,
Mini tillage i ated to minimize erosion.
Field is lower than surrounding terrain.
No storm drainage due to field or soil conditions,

such as




Survey Responses Stored In a Relational Database

AemberlD el [ Received EntryDate DataReported Post-ReportRevisionNotes |+

2 [l complete DateReceived DateRevised

[ Follow-UpNeeded

[CIsigned  SignedBy I SignatureDate Entry Facilitators

Management Unit Required. If all parcels have same responses all are Management Unit 1 o i
p c q Import Prior Year Responses:
MgmtUnit « | ResultAcres = ResultCrop - FieldID - APN = | County = APNSiteComi mport responses given las
1 20 010-022-011 Stanislaus Prior Year Results year for all management ut

1 20 010-022-012 Stanislaus

1 New Survey Shortcuts:
. N ) (Adds all Responses for
Pesticide Practices AutoFill Question 1 For Mgmt Unit)
(add wells w/ Same
Add Wells With Same Practices | Responses-Cursor should £

in Wellin antarad)

Relationships

Management Unit for responses below: Required field t

Question - t

3 thl2_APNSiteLvD... tbl4_FEResults

tbl1_MemberlLvIFEData T SitelevelldD |« tbI3_XwalkMgm.. ResultLineAutc =

MemberlD MgmitUnit YWalkMUID = MemberlD

SentStatus Resultacres MgmtUnit Question

SentStatus_Mote ResultCrop FEvear Response

SentStatus_Date FieldlD - | MemberlD Comments
MgmtUnitkey

ADRL

Data is entered through|  ouwose ¥ mamiunitk ~ Section

Received tbl2_APNSiteLvl...

a data entry form to complete T StetevelD [ <

Follow-UpMNeeded MgmtUnit TableLockup_FEResults_Qu...

associate survey signed Resutacres 7 Questiond TableLookup_FERes.

SignedB ;
g Y ResultCrop Question # Response D

responses to enrolled signaturebate fieldD |~ surveysection Response

DateReceived

WELL ID

QuestionID

parce | information EntryDate thl2_ APNSiteLul.. printOrder

DataSource

¥ siteLevellD |~
Mgmtlnit

ResultAcres

Data stored in a ResultCrop
relational database —

-




A F G H 1 J K L M N
FEYear -esulLAcreiiResultCrud APN FieldlD | County ‘gmlurfiectinri Question Response

2013 41.00 Almonds  041-045-0 C3 Stanislaus 1A Application Practices Attend Trainings

2013 41.00 Almonds 041-045-0 C3 Stanislaus e Application Practices Avoid Surface Water When Spraying
2013 41.00 Almonds  041-045-0 C3 Stanislaus
2013 41.00 Almonds  041-045-0 C3 Stanislaus HYH H H

Individual records are summarized in Annual Reports
:2013 41.00 Almonds  041-045-0 C3 Stanislaus .
2013 41.00 Almonds  041-045-0 C3 Stanislaus Th g h d °
2013 41.00 Almonds  041-045-0 C3 Stanislaus I S rowe r a ¢
2013 41.00 Almonds  041-045-0 C3 Stanislaus

2013 41.00 Almonds  041-045-0 C3 Stanislaus Pesticide hd 2 M a n age m e nt U n its ( 13 pa rce I S)

2013 41.00 Almonds  041-045-0 C3 Stanislaus Who do

T e e e T * Two crops —almonds and grapes

Stanislaus

©low N v A WwN e

2013 41.00 Almonds  041-045-0 C3 Stanislaus Who do
2013 41.00 Almonds  041-045-0 C3 Stanislaus Does youl o 848

2013 41.00 Almonds  041-045-0 C3 Stanislaus Irrigation a C re s
2013 41.00 Almonds  041-045-0 C3 Stanislaus
2013 41.00 Almonds  041-045-0 C3 Stanislaus
2013 41.00 Almonds  041-045-0 C3 Stanislaus
2013 41.00 Almonds  041-045-0 C3 Stanislaus
2013 41.00 Almonds  041-045-0 C3 Stanislaus
2013 41.00 Almonds  041-045-0 C3 Stanislaus
2013 41.00 Almonds  041-045-0 C3 Stanislaus
2013 41.00 Almonds  041-045-0 C3 Stanislaus
2013 41.00 Almonds  041-045-0 C3 Stanislaus
2013 41.00 Almonds  041-045-0 C3 Stanislaus
2013 41.00 Almonds  041-045-0 C3 Stanislaus
:2013 41.00 Almonds  041-045-0 C3 Stanislaus

Irrigation . [ H

* 336 individual records in the database per year
Irrigation
Irrigation Efficiency Practices ‘Water application scheduled to need

Nitrogen Management Methods to Min Irrigation Water N Testing

Nitrogen Management Methods to Min Soil Testing

Nitrogen Management Methods to Min Split Fertilizer Applications

Nitrogen Management Methods to Min Tissue/Petiole Testing

Do you have any irrigation wells on par(Yes Table 71. Acreage associated with 2015 sediment management practice ques

Are you aware of any known abandone No SURVEY RESPONSE
Wellhead Protection Practices Air Gap (for non-pressuriz SECTION QuEsTION RESPONSE ACREAGE COUNT
Wellhead Protection Practices Air Gap (for non-pressuriz

00NN oD oo Do ®o o

A Does your farm have the potential to discharge sediment to off-

440,017 2,594
122,484 251
R It H d t b I d h No Selectio 14,623 65
esu S a re su m ma rlze as a es a n gra p S Cultural Practices to Manage Sediment and Erosion
Soil water penetration has been increased through amendments. 430,094
Figure 30. Acreage reported for cultural practices to manage sediment and erosion. Minimum tillage incorporated to minimize erosion. 364,695
Cover crops or native vegetation are used to reduce erosion. 335,706
No storm drainage due to field or soil conditions. 239,452
Crop rows are graded to optimize the use of rain and irrigation water. 236,344
Storm water is captured using field borders. 194,592
No Selection I Berms capture runoff and trap sediment. 173,276
Field is lower than surrounding terrain. 136,857
Vegetated ditches to remove sediment, pesticides, and fertilizers. 108,036
Wegetative filter strips and buffers are used to capture flows. 107,287
Subsurface pipelines are used to channel runoff water. 99,660
Hedgerows/trees help stabilize soils & trap sediment movement. 86,988
Sediment basins / holding ponds settle out sediment & pesticides. 86,165
Creek banks and stream banks have been stabilized. 81,814
No Selection 7,542
rigation Practices for Managing Sediment and Erosion
Use drip or micro-irrigation to eliminate irrigation drainage. 419,488
Time is increased between pesticide applications and irrigation. 369,219
No irrigation drainage due to field or soil conditions. 272,089
Shorter irrigation runs are used with checks to manage and capture flows.| 176,786
Tailwater Return System. 127,686
Catchment Basin. 96,633
Use of flow dissipaters to minimize erosion at discharge point. 58,025
In-furrow dams used to increase infiltration and settle sediment. 55,070
PAM used to bind sediment & increase infiltration. 8,554
No Selection 5,476
Other 238

Cultural Practices to Manage Sediment and Erosion

Creek banks and stream banks have been stabilized.

Sediment basins [ holding ponds settle out sediment & pesticides.

Hedgerowsftrees help stabilize soils & trap sediment movement.

Subsurface pipelines are used to channel runoff water.

Vegetative filter strips and buffers are used to capture flows.

Vegetated ditches to remove sediment, pesticides, and fertilizers.

Field is lower than surrounding terrain.

Berms capture runoff and trap sediment.

Storm water is captured using field borders.

Crop rows are graded to optimize the use of rain and irrigation water.

No storm drainage due to field or soil conditions.

Cover crops or native vegetation are used to reduce erosion.

Minimum tillage incorporated to minimize erosion.

Soil water penetration has been increased through amendments.

100,000 200,000 300,000 400,000
Acres




Cultural Practices to Manage Sediment and
Erosion

No Selection for 3 e 19 976
45,451
Wegetated ditches. 56,300
67,389
Subsurface pipelines. [——— 55 4504
69, 905
Wegetative filter strips and buffer. 73,409
78,533
Berms. s 118,602
123,707
Mo storm drainage due to field or soil conditions. 157,759
175,252
Cover crops or native vegetation. 243 213
259,437
Soil water penetration. 308,619

o 50,000 100, 0001 50, 0002 00, 0002 50, 000300, 000350, 000
Acreage

Nitrogen Management Vlethods

Other | 20,223

Wariable Rate applications using GPS 39,909

Mo Selection 41 636

Cowver Crops 144,164

Irrigation Water N Testing 193,052
Fertigation 238,767
Foliar N application 255,008
Tissue /Peticle Testing 310,550
sSplit Fertilizer Applications 318,649

Soil Testing 336,484

100,000 150,000 200,000 250,000 300,000 350,000 400, 000
Acreage




Timeline for NMP Worksheet Development

| 6/14/2013
RB Response Letter

4/11/2013
RB Submittal of NMP
Worksheet/Summary Report

Regional Board Action/Deadline
Grower Requirements

Mailing to Growers

2015 NMP Worksheets Mailed to Growers
> 1/13/2015
Growers with >60 acres complete
> NMP Worksheet

3/1/2015

2016 NMP Worksheets Mailed
> 3/24/2016
2016 NMP Worksheets
NMP Worksheets > I:Iazlle;om NMP Worksheets Certified
124/ for HV <60

Certified HV >60 acres
312016 > »3/1/2017

12/23/2014
NMP Worksheet Approved

12/18/2014
2nd Submittal of NMP Worksheet




NITROGEN MANAGEMENT PLAN WORKSHEET

1. Crop Year (Harvested): 4. APN(s): 5. Field(s) ID

2. Member |ID#

CROP NITROGEN MANAGEMENT PLANNING N APPLICATIONS/CREDITS

6. Crop . N Fertil
7. Production Units 16. Dry/Liquid (Ibs/ac)

8. Projected Yield (unitsiAcre) 17. Foliar N (lbs/ac)

9. N Recommended sac) 18. Organic Material N _

10. Acres
19. Available N in Manure/Compost

Post Production Actuals (Ibs/ac estimate)

20. Total Available N Applied (ibs
11. Actual Yield (unitstacre) per acre)

12. Total N Applied (bsizc) 21.N Cred t

13. ™ N Removed (s tvac) 22. Available N carryover in soil;
(annualized Ibs/acre)

14. Notes:

23. N in Irrigation water

(annualized, |bs/ac)

24. Total N Credits (ibs per acre)

25. Total N Applied & Available

PLAN CERTIFICATION
28. CERTIFIED BY: 29. CERTIFICATION METHOD
30. Low Vulnerability Area, No Certification Needed

31. Self-Certified, approved training program attended
DATE: 32. Self-Certified, UC or NRCS site recommendation
33. Nitrogen Management Plan Specialist

** Your Coalition will provide the method to be used to estimate N Removed.
Provided by the Central Valley Water Board 23 December 2014.




NMP Summary Report Development Timeline

’ 6/14/2013
RB Response Letter

> 4/11/2013
RB Submittal of NMP
Worksheet/Summary Report

Regional Board Action/Deadline
Coalition Action

Mailing to Growers

NMP Summary Report
Submittal >
11/18/2015 NMP TAWG Study Plan

Submittal
P> 15/18/2015

NMP Summary Reports
HV >60 Mailed

2/18/2016

NMP TAWG development
3/13/2015

> 3/1/2016
NMP Summary Report
Deadline

12/23/2015 ’
NMP Summary Report Approved




Nitrogen Management Plan Summary Report

Crop Harvested Year (1):

Member ID (2):

Submittal Date:

Member Mame (3):

Site Location Information®

Total Acres
(10}

Total Available N
Applied [20+23)
pounds per acre

AfY

Total Available N
(20+23) / Actual
Yield (11)°

Production
Unit [7)




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

* Grower Supplied Information
* Crop
* Acreage
e Nitrogen (N) applied (pounds per acre)
e A/Y Ratio (A = N applied, Y = yield)
e 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
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Township Aggregation of
NMP Summary Reports

Almonds A/R

40 ® 19

35 ® 15

3.0

25

20
1.3

1.0

05




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

Provide additional information on crop specific N
management

[
[
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Outreach to “Outliers”

1. Year1

a. Compare “outliers
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

0

A and R to members growing

[
[
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Education & Outreach Activities

* Annual Member Meetings
e WDR Updates

* Presentation by CCAs on Nitrogen management
* |rrigation and Fertigation Efficiency

2016 (to date) 1,938 6

2015 2,960 15

2014 2,831 15

[
[
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Annual Coalition Costs

e Surface water monitoring program

* Implementation of Farm Evaluation
requirements

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

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

* Annual Report

[
[
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Anticipated Coalition Cost Increases
Not Including Grower Direct Costs

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

* New Order Budget: $3.7 Million

* 19% Increase
e Per Acre Cost to Grower: $5.00

e Does not factor in potential State Board fee increase

[
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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

[
[
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Impact of Eliminating
Vulnerability Designation

* Imposes member requirements based on size of
operation versus location

e 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

/A East San Joaquin
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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
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Domestic Well Monitoring is a
Landlord/Tenant Issue

e 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

e 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 ESIWQC role | b East San Joaquin

WATER QUALITY CORLITION
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